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 ABSTRACT 
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ABSTRACT 
The aim of this research was to specify and develop a service that is capable of 
delivering personalisable running shoes with mass appeal. Current sports footwear 
personalisation services focus primarily on aesthetic design via the internet. Aesthetics 
do not appear to be the consumers’ primary interest when purchasing running shoes 
and a large number are also reluctant to purchase online; preferring to purchase from 
specialist running stores where they receive the advice needed and can directly 
interact with the product. After reviewing the literature, it was hypothesised that the 
implementation of a primarily comfort and performance running shoe personalisation 
service with an in store fitting element, utilising additive manufacturing as an enabling 
technology, would give the greatest opportunity for success.  
 
Survey methods and store visits were employed that targeted both qualitative and 
quantitative data, exploring consumer running shoe purchase preferences, running 
shoe use and opinions of current personalisation services. The findings from these 
studies supported the previously stated hypothesis and enabled the specification of a 
suitable service. Subsequently, the focus of this research was the development of a 
toolkit, a computer-based system that enables the consumer to make their selections, 
the core of most of the current services. Experts in biomechanics and additive 
manufacturing were consulted to ensure that a feasible yet innovative solution was 
delivered. The resultant toolkit prototype (www.yourstep.co.uk) was tested 
formatively, using multiple methods and summatively with a large sample. Using the 
toolkit was considered an enjoyable, intuitive experience; a large percentage (69%) of 
summative testing participants would consider purchasing personalised running shoes 
using this method.  
 
The approach adopted to specify and develop this service provides a framework, based 
upon empirical research, for those looking to implement a practical running shoe 
personalisation service that meets their consumers’ requirements. 
 
KEY WORDS 
running shoes personalisation service design experience  
toolkit consumer comfort performance 
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Preface Overview 
This preface contains information as to how the research presented in this thesis came 
into being. It also provides further detail regarding the research process adopted and 
an exploration of the most significant contributions to knowledge. 
 
Research Background  
This research forms part of the Elite to High Street (E2HS) project, a five-year IMCRC-
funded interdisciplinary project run by Loughborough University with industrial 
partners including; New Balance, UK Sport and 3D Systems. The ultimate goal of the 
project is the definition of a process for the production of fully personalised running 
shoes aimed at both elite athletes and the general public, enabled by the use of 
additive manufacturing technology. To achieve such a target requires development in 
many areas; the project is split into seven work packages across three research groups 
at Loughborough University (see Figure i). The Additive Manufacturing (AM) research 
group (work packages 1 to 3) focus on the technology and its suitability for use in the 
production of running shoes; the Sports Technology research group (work packages 4 
and 5) on the utilisation of additive manufacturing for elite athletes’ footwear while 
the Design Ergonomics research group (work packages 6 and 7) concentrates on 
delivering personalisation to the general public. The research in this thesis was 
conducted as part of the Design Ergonomics research group (work package 6); the 
focus was the exploration of the personalisation process for the retail environment. 
The main aim was to specify and develop a service that is capable of delivering 
personalisable running shoes with mass appeal. To produce a service concept, a 
product concept also required definition; there is no personalisation service without 
the product.  
 
The research undertaken in work packages 1 to 3 and 6 and 7 was closely linked (see 
Figure ii). To define a product concept it was essential to understand how AM may be 
utilised in the production of footwear (work packages 1 to 3), while it was also 
important for those working with the technology to understand what consumers 
required from a running shoe (work package 6) and the potential specification process 
 x 
for personalised running shoe components, i.e. the insoles (work package 7). This 
prospective method for specifying insoles was also considered when defining a service 
concept, while the information gathered regarding consumer’s purchase preferences 
(work package 6) allowed the biomechanics and anthropometry researcher to assess 
the suitability of their potential data collection process. 
 
Importantly, the research presented in this thesis incorporates aspects of the research 
conducted in other work packages and produces a vision of how it may be applied as 
part of a personalisation service. The research undertaken in the Sports Technology 
research group did not have a direct impact on this work, however, their definition of 
footwear concepts for elite athletes allow a greater understanding of how the AM 
technology can be applied. None of the work packages were reliant on input from 
other another; however, collaboration improved the overall research’s applicability 
and validity. 
 
 
 
Figure i | The different work packages of the E2HS project. The research presented in this thesis was 
conducted for work package 6 (highlighted) 
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Figure  ii | The collaboration between the  work packages with regards to the primary outputs from this 
research (WP6) 
 
Delivering the Specification  
To fulfil the aim of specifying a service that is capable of delivering personalisable 
running shoes with mass appeal a thorough research process was necessary (see 
Figure iii). Data were required to understand the current market situation, the target 
consumers and identify how best to implement the desired service. To achieve this 
three key areas were identified and explored: personalisation, the design, use and 
market for running shoes and consumer experience.  
 
After the exploration of the bodies of literature for these areas hypotheses started to 
form, the primary being that, because of running shoes’ popularity (NPD Group, 2008), 
 xii 
the excess of aesthetic personalisation services for low performance footwear(see 
Section 3.8) and consumers’ primary concern being the functional characteristics of 
their running shoes (Marti, 1989; Mintel Marketing Intelligence, 2007; Stuhlfaut and 
Sullivan, 2007), there is a gap for a service offering the functional personalisation of 
running shoes. To support this it was hypothesised that to effectively implement such 
a service would require an in store fitting process, as engaging the required senses, i.e. 
allowing them to try the shoes on, is essential to instilling consumers’ confidence in 
their purchase (Pine and Gilmore, 1998). These hypotheses were based upon, in 
certain instances, limited and dated research so it was desirable to capture further 
data with the target consumers, primarily runners. 
 
 
Figure  iii | Basic research methodology  
 
There were two broad questions upon which further studies were built were: 
 
How and why do consumers purchase running shoes? 
Exploring the influences on consumers when purchasing running shoes, for example, 
what they look for in their footwear, e.g. comfort, injury prevention, aesthetics, what 
they use them for, what advice they require from where and their preferred purchase 
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process. It was also important to uncover difficulties consumers encounter when 
buying their shoes, for example, poor fit, inappropriate advice and undesirable service. 
 
What are consumer’s attitudes toward footwear personalisation? 
To understand consumers’ level of knowledge and interest in current personalisation 
services and where there were opportunities to do something different that was 
potentially more suitable and desirable. 
 
It was anticipated that answering these questions would provide data to support/ 
contest the current hypotheses and provide details as to what consumers require in 
their running shoes and how to stage a desirable personalisation experience. A set of 
objectives were defined and a series of research studies were planned; a mix of both 
flexible and fixed design studies to gather the required qualitative and quantitative 
data.  
- Focus groups were conducted first with strategic samples of runners and non-
runners to gather broad data on the desired subjects, with subsequent studies 
used to explore particular areas of interest 
- A questionnaire focused on a sample of runners, their running shoe purchase 
habits and attitude towards personalisation 
- An online questionnaire was utilised with a broad sample of running shoe 
wearers, exploring their running shoe use and attitudes toward one of the 
primary current sports footwear personalisation services  
- Interviews were conducted with runners and specialist running store staff, with 
a view to understanding the desired purchase experience 
- Store visits were made to the current sports footwear personalisation services 
to observe the process in depth and understand consumer attitudes toward 
such services.  
 
After the studies were conducted, the information captured was analysed using 
multiple methods including affinity mapping and facilitated by the qualitative analysis 
software, NVivo. The findings, generally, confirmed that of the hypotheses with a 
 xiv 
desire/need for the functional personalisation of running shoes that could not be 
satisfied by current services and added detailed information to support the definition 
of a desirable product and purchase experience. In addition, it was established that 
aesthetics were, if not the most important, a factor for many potential consumers 
when purchasing running shoes.  
 
Finally, product and service specifications were defined, distilling the key findings from 
the research into a list of requirements upon which development could focus. They 
were intended to provide restrictions where necessary but also allow scope for 
interpretation as desired.  
 
Contributions to Knowledge  
A number of the significant contributions to knowledge (see Section 12.11) are 
discussed in greater depth in this section. 
- The service concept 
- The research framework 
- Demonstration of profile data 
 
The Service Concept  
The primary contribution to knowledge is that of the service concept. There are no 
current services available, derived after following a rigorous research methodology, 
that focus solely on the personalisation of running shoes and this concept provides an 
insight as to how such a service may operate.  
 
In addition, the concept provides a potential method of integrating additive 
manufacturing technology which has not yet been implemented within a 
personalisation service in the sportswear industry. It is a vision of how personalised 
footwear may be feasibly produced in the future; all current services remain 
dependent on manufacturing techniques suited to mass rather than singular 
production, making it more difficult to satisfy individual consumer’s requirements. 
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The developed toolkit, a computer-based system that enables the consumer to make 
their selections and the heart of the majority of personalisation services, 
communicates the service concept clearly in an intuitive format, allowing for easy 
capture of feedback from consumers to enable appropriate further development of 
the service. 
 
The Research Framework 
One of the primary contributions to knowledge is the approach taken to derive, firstly, 
a service specification for the personalisation of running shoes (see Figure iii) and 
subsequently the toolkit employed as part of the service. The author found literature 
that detailed general requirements for implementing a personalisation service (Franke 
and Piller, 2004; Salvador, De Holan and Piller, 2009) or certain components, for 
example the toolkit (Rogoll and Piller, 2004), but nothing that provided specific 
guidelines for the complementary definition of the key elements of the service, 
demonstrating the development process along the way. 
 
This approach can be split into a series of general frameworks that can be applied at 
different stages, to maximise the possibility of success when developing personalised 
products, explored in the following sections.  
 
Framework for the Specification of a Personalisation Service 
Figure iv details the simplified process for producing a specification of a 
personalisation service. When conducting the initial research it is essential to analyse 
the current market, the target consumer and identify the key requirements for 
successful implementation of a service. After initial hypotheses have been derived 
regarding the potential service further research with the target consumers and key 
stakeholders is necessary, to explore uncertainties and establish further requirements. 
It is important to use the right type of research; flexible, fixed or a mixture of methods, 
dependent on whether depth of information (flexible) or consensuses from the target 
market (fixed) are required. Once the additional data has been gathered it is analysed 
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along with the previous research to identify key findings and allow for the specification 
of the product and service. 
 
 
Figure  iv | Framework for specification of personalisation service  
 
Framework for the Development of a Personalisation Toolkit 
Although the service could not be fully realised within the scope of this research 
developing the toolkit provides a relatively inexpensive way of testing a concept before 
further implementation of the service. Taking the previously defined specifications and 
key findings, personas are defined to focus the development of a service blueprint and 
product concept (see Figure v). There concurrent development process is a key 
difference between the development of a solitary service or product concept and that 
of a personalisation service concept; a harmonious relationship between the service 
blueprint and product concept is essential; the service enables the personalisation of 
the product so it must be defined with a deep understanding of what that product may 
be. These components are developed with the input of relevant stakeholders to ensure 
their suitability. Defining these elements of the service also allows an understanding of 
the how the toolkit fits within the service and its necessary content. Once this content 
has been defined and the relevant guidelines consulted the toolkit is specified. From 
this stage forth reviewing with people both external and internal to the development is 
critical to ensure the final testable prototype is of a suitable quality and content to 
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show to target consumers. Producing a wireframe detailing all required content allows 
the structure of the toolkit to be reviewed, after which simple prototypes are 
employed to establish desired navigation, layout and visual aspects. The final concept 
is then developed, an iterative process, which, in this instance, required 30 prototypes. 
On review of this research it was felt that participatory design with the target 
consumers may have been desirable during these formative stages. 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure v | Framework for toolkit development for personalisation services 
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Framework for the Testing of a Personalisation Toolkit 
Detailed in Figure vi is a basic outline for testing a personalisation toolkit to establish 
its suitability and, to a lesser extent, to appraise the service concept. Testing is split 
into four tests of two types, formative, to uncover issues and improve the toolkit and 
summative, to deliver a consensus regarding the toolkit. Changes are applied, where 
suitable and possible, after each of the formative tests. The first type of testing, 
heuristic evaluation, focuses on the usability and error detection, with a small sample 
of participants with experience in interaction design exploring the toolkit. The toolkit is 
also circulated amongst experts in fields related to the personalisation of running 
shoes, from those based in industry to researchers within the subject area, gathering 
their valuable feedback through a simple questionnaire. After these tests the target 
consumers are involved through scenario testing, with a small sample completing tasks 
using the toolkit within a controlled environment, to receive in depth feedback. Finally 
the toolkit is hosted online and testing is conducted with a large sample of participants 
to draw conclusions.  
 
 
 
 
Figure vi | Framework for testing of personalisation toolkit  
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Demonstration of Profile Data 
The consumers’ profile data, automatically saved after they used the toolkit (see 
Section 11.5), demonstrates the ease with which an organisation can capture a range 
of data regarding their target consumers and their relevant preferences, in an 
enjoyable, interactive, manner, with minimal effort on their behalf. Organisations do 
not, necessarily, need to introduce a personalisation service to implement such a 
toolkit; they may produce one solely for market research. The captured data can be 
used to help improve their operation, from optimisation of their personalisation 
venture, if relevant, to the standard products they offer; understanding their 
consumers better and minimising their risk when mass manufacturing.   
 
Next Steps 
There was considerable interest from many of the participants involved in the 
developed running shoe personalisation service concept. With no service currently 
dedicated to the production of functional personalised running shoes (see Section 3.8) 
and the popularity of running shoes (NPG Group, 2008), further development of such a 
service appears appropriate. The results of this research direct areas where future 
research is a priority. Revision of the toolkit is necessary as is the development of the 
remaining service components, however, the priority should be the production of a 
functional, wearable, running shoe concept with additive manufacturing; this drives 
the service’s development. In addition research exploring how to deliver the required 
appearance of the shoes, e.g. comfortable, durable, lightweight, is essential; during the 
research it was shown that many participants were influenced by the appearance of 
the product. 
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1.1 Purchasing Running Shoes 
During the last five years there has been a sizeable and consistent rise in the number 
of people running and jogging (Mintel Marketing Intelligence, 2011a) leading to an 
increase in running shoe sales. Sports footwear is the second largest sector of the 
sports good market (Mintel Marketing Intelligence, 2010a) and running shoes are the 
largest selling shoe within the sports footwear market; in the United States alone over 
92 million pairs of adult running shoes were sold in 2008 (NPD Group, 2008). Research 
has identified that many runners place greater importance on the functional aspects 
(comfort and performance) of their footwear than the aesthetics (Collazzo, 1988; 
Marti, 1989; Stuhlfaut and Sullivan, 2007; Schubert, Oriwol and Sterzing, 2011) and 
that for a large number of these standard running shoes do not provide suitable 
comfort or performance (Stuhlfaut and Sullivan, 2007; Babb, 2008). To maximise the 
suitability of their purchase, many consumers prefer purchasing shoes in stores (Mintel 
Marketing Intelligence, 2008), where they are able to try the shoes on (Stuhlfaut and 
Sullivan, 2007; Mintel Marketing Intelligence, 2010b), despite the wide range of choice 
and potential lower prices found on the internet (Mintel Marketing Intelligence, 
2010b).  
 
1.2 Personalisation 
Product personalisation is a potential method of delivering more comfortable and 
better performing running shoes, with providers tailoring products to better fit 
individuals (Göker and Myrhaug, 2002; Mugge, Schoormans and Schifferstein, 2009). 
Mass customisation is one approach to implementing product personalisation within a 
company through the utilisation of information technology, flexible processes and 
organisational structures (Da Silveira, Borenstein and Fogliatto, 2001). This allows 
consumers to configure their products in certain ways to suit them, for example, 
selecting their colour or functionality at a price that is cost-effective to the provider 
(Piller and Tseng, 2010). Catering to ‘markets of one’ has proven difficult for many 
companies to implement: Levi’s, Dell and Mattel all ultimately failed in their attempts 
to offer personalised goods (Franke and Piller, 2004; Williams, 2010). Many of these 
services appear to have been implemented with little or no empirical research 
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undertaken to understand the target consumers’ needs (Piller, Moeslein and Stotko, 
2004), resulting in the inappropriate offering of undesired choices (BNET, 2005).  
 
1.2.1 The Personalisation of Running Shoes 
In the sports footwear market several companies offer personalisation services, the 
majority of which are based online, using toolkits, a computer-based system that 
enables the consumer to make their selections; NikeiD, Mi Adidas, and Your Reebok 
are some of the most prominent. The majority are aesthetic services, allowing 
consumers to select colours and patterns for, primarily, low performance footwear; 
only a small number of running shoes can be personalised. Identified in the feedback 
regarding these current services are potential issues with the level and type of 
personalisation and the method with which it is offered (Herd, Bardill and 
Karamanoglu, 2007; Yessin, 2008; Giebelhausen and Lawson, 2010; Merle, Chandon 
and Roux, 2010). Yessin (2008) felt that to implement a suitable personalisation 
service, as well as providing the desired type and level of choice, staging an effective 
enjoyable experience was key: distinguishing it from other potentially similar services 
(Pine and Gilmore, 1998).  
 
With running shoes the largest selling sports footwear and many runners unhappy with 
the functional characteristics of standard footwear, the author believes that there is a 
gap in the market to provide a service that offers consumers running shoes with 
personalised comfort and performance. The literature that supports this hypothesis is, 
in certain instances, limited and dated; further research was necessary to evaluate the 
potential for personalised running shoes with the intention of developing a suitable 
service that addresses the consumer requirements.  
 
Implementing an effective personalisation service will provide the consumer with 
more suitable running shoes, minimising their injury risk (Johnston, Taunton, Lloyd-
Smith et al., 2003) and will also provide the company with many potential benefits:  
- Valuable market research: understanding consumer preferences will allow a 
provider to react to trends more quickly (Alfnes and Skjelstad, 2010) 
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- Optimises company operation: there are many potential benefits in the value 
chain, for example, companies can minimise their stock and postpone work 
until they have received payment (Zipkin, 2001; Piller et al., 2004) 
- Consumer loyalty: if personalising the shoes is an enjoyable experience and the 
consumer receives a suitable product they will be more likely to purchase from 
the same company again (Peters, 2004) 
- Price premium: offering a suitable product to the target consumers may allow 
providers to charge a price premium when compared to equivalent standard 
footwear (Franke and Piller, 2004; Franke, Keinz and Steger, 2009). 
 
1.3 The Elite to High Street Project 
This research forms part of the Elite to High Street (E2HS) project run by Loughborough 
University which has the ultimate goal of defining a process for the production of fully 
personalised running shoes aimed at both elite athletes and the general public, 
enabled by the use of additive manufacturing technology. The project is split into 
seven work packages (see Figure 1.1) across three research groups at the University; 
the focus of the research presented in this thesis is the exploration of the 
personalisation process for the retail environment (work package 6), conducted as part 
of the Design Ergonomics research group. 
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Figure 1.1 | The different work packages of the E2HS project 
 
1.3.1 Additive Manufacturing 
Additive manufacturing is the name given to a collection of production methods based 
on layer by layer manufacturing directly from a three-dimensional computer-aided 
design model without tooling (Hague, Campbell and Dickens, 2003). The model is 
produced by solidifying successive layers of material on top of each other. Selective 
laser sintering (SLS) and fused deposition modelling (FDM) are two of the most widely 
used processes (Kruth, Wang, Laoui et al., 2003). These processes have many benefits 
(Hague et al. 2003; Hopkinson, Hague and Dickens, 2006; Ruffo, Tuck and Hague, 
2006), including (overleaf): 
- No need for additional tooling or moulds  
- The ability to produce parts of high complexity 
- Very accurate processes minimising material wastage.  
Without the need for tooling, each part produced can be different lending itself to the 
personalisation of running shoes, and also reducing the waiting time for the shoes to 
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be manufactured. The ability to produce complex and accurate parts allows for 
potentially better fitting footwear. A cost analysis was carried out that considered the 
suitability of SLS and FDM for manufacturing custom foot orthotics (Saleh and 
Dalgarno, 2009). The production costs were between £50 and £70 per pair. With the 
traditionally manufactured custom orthotics currently retailing between £50 and £200, 
additive manufacturing production methods offer a cost effective alternative to 
popular processes e.g. injection moulding. There are currently issues with additive 
manufacturing processes including build speed and materials; research being 
conducted concurrently in the Additive Manufacturing research group of the E2HS 
project focuses on addressing these. Their premise is replicating the properties of 
traditionally injection moulded midsoles, the part of the shoe that typically provides 
the primary cushioning and shock absorption, with additive manufactured alternatives, 
to demonstrate that additive manufacturing is a viable technology for producing 
footwear. With the focus of this research the exploration of the personalisation 
process specifically for the retail environment, the potential benefits of additive 
manufacturing in providing personalised running shoes to the general public was 
considered. 
 
1.4 Aims and Objectives 
The primary aim of this research was to specify and develop a service that is capable of 
delivering personalisable running shoes with mass appeal. There were three key areas 
of research, all with their own objectives, that needed to be investigated before a 
specification of a service could be defined. 
 
Personalisation  
- To define personalisation with regards to products 
- To investigate how personalisation is implemented in industry 
- To explore the potential benefits of employing a personalisation service  
- To define the requirements for implementing a successful personalisation 
service. 
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Running Shoes 
- To review the current state of art within the sports footwear industry 
- To identify the influences upon a consumer, when buying running shoes 
- To understand who uses running shoes, why and when 
- To review personalisation within the sports footwear industry. 
Consumer Experience 
- To explore the delivery of user experiences 
- To understand how consumer choice is influenced within a retail environment 
- To identify how to implement an effective retail personalisation experience. 
 
After the service was specified, the focus switched to the development of a prototype 
of the toolkit, the primary component of many current personalisation services; a 
pragmatic target within the scope of this research. The status of concurrent work in 
other parts of the E2HS project, for example, the additive manufacturing technology, 
made development of other components, e.g. the product, impractical. The toolkit was 
subsequently evaluated with a series of tests, the primary aim of which was to 
determine its success as part of a potential footwear personalisation service. The 
objectives for this testing are defined in the relevant chapters (Chapters 10 and 11). 
 
1.5 Research Scope 
The focus of the E2HS project is running shoes and, therefore, this research is aimed at 
the specification and development of a service that can deliver personalised running 
shoes to the general public. It is likely that particular findings from this research could 
be applied to other types of footwear as well.  
 
As detailed in the previous section, the full realisation of the service is reliant on other 
work being undertaken as part of the E2HS project. While the toolkit was developed 
and evaluated, concepts for other aspects, for example, the shoes, were produced 
where possible and practical to enable future development of the service. 
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To increase the possibility of success, companies implementing personalisation should 
follow certain guidelines (Berger and Piller, 2003). During this research it was 
envisaged that the derived specification for the service would include certain elements 
that were applicable to personalisation services in general. 
 
1.6 Research Structure 
Prior to conducting any additional research studies, a review of the three key areas of 
interest was required; the field of personalisation (Chapter 2), running shoes and the 
current options available for personalisation (Chapter 3) and the delivery of a suitable 
experience to the consumer (Chapter 4). In Chapter 5, the overarching methodology 
for the research and a new set of objectives are presented, following consideration of 
the information gathered with respect to the original aims and objectives. 
 
Over the next two chapters the research undertaken in order to fulfil the new 
objectives is detailed; these activities focused primarily on consumers’ relationships 
with running shoes and related personalisation services. In Chapter 6, the exploratory 
study is described; a focus group employing mixed methods of data capture in order to 
provide a broad set of data on these subjects from which subsequent research could 
be directed. The following chapter (7) details the main study, in which five different 
activities were utilised: further focus groups, semi-structured interviews, standardised 
interviews, online questionnaires and store visits to current personalisation services. 
Grounded theory (Glaser and Strauss, 1967) was adopted to allow for a flexible data 
collection process that delivers valid findings. In Chapter 8, the service specification 
and supporting product specification are defined, derived from the findings from the 
studies, along with the literature review.  
 
In Chapter 9 the development process of the toolkit prototype is detailed. Input from 
other researchers on the E2HS project was used along with the findings of the research 
and literature review, to define a service blueprint and product concept, ensuring that 
the resultant toolkit would align with the other components required for a service 
delivering personalised running shoes to consumers. Guidelines on usability and visual 
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communication were consulted at this stage with the intention of developing a usable, 
attractive toolkit. A specification was produced and initial functional and aesthetic 
prototypes were developed and informally tested, establishing important 
characteristics of the toolkit’s appearance and operation. Several iterations of the 
toolkit were developed before the final prototype was derived. 
 
Once a prototype had been developed that incorporated the key functionality, 
formative testing was conducted (Chapter 10); three tests were iteratively 
administered: heuristic evaluation, expert testing and scenario testing. Required 
changes identified by these tests were made to the tool after each test was complete. 
To assess whether the toolkit delivers a successful running shoe personalisation 
experience summative testing was conducted and is detailed in Chapter 11; the toolkit 
was hosted online and remote testing, with a survey, was used to capture a larger 
sample’s opinion regarding the prototype and its content. Finally (Chapter 12), the 
research outcomes are discussed with reference to the original aims and objectives of 
the research, conclusions are drawn and directions for future research are proposed.  
 
2 PERSONALISATION  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
CHAPTER 2 | PERSONALISATION 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
12 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
CHAPTER 2 | PERSONALISATION 
13 
2.1 Chapter Overview 
The focus of this chapter is the understanding of product personalisation. This begins 
with a review of the definitions of product personalisation and the types of products 
that can currently be personalised. The success of current personalisation methods is 
investigated, exploring, amongst others, their consumer demand. The potential 
benefits of a personalisation service are outlined and, finally, the key requirements for 
its implementation are identified. 
 
2.2 Defining Product Personalisation 
Personalisation is defined in the Oxford English Dictionary (2005) as: 
 
“The action of making something personal, or focused on or concerned with a 
certain individual or individuals; emphasis on or attention to individual persons 
or personal details.”  
With respect to products, a number of personalisation definitions were found in the 
published literature (Goldsmith, 1999; Fox, 2001; Fox, Staniforth and Cockerham, 
2001; Riemer and Totz, 2003; Tseng and Piller, 2003; Freund, 2009; Halepete, Littrell 
and Park, 2009; Mugge et al., 2009; Tseng, Jiao and Weng, 2010). Goldsmith (1999, 
p.181) states that it is “a philosophy of doing business that treats each customer as an 
individual rather than as a member of a target market segment”. This is the converse 
of the philosophy of selling a standard product to as many consumers as possible, 
mass production (Lampel and Mintzberg, 1996). 
 
Tseng and Piller (2003), Freund (2009) and Halepete et al. (2009) describe 
personalisation as a communication tool: a way of two parties, consumer and provider, 
interacting to select and filter options. They believe it is similar to product 
recommendation, where consumer specific information is used to select products or 
components of products from a range of possibilities. One example is the Last.fm 
website (Last.fm Ltd., 2011) where music is recommended to the user according to 
their ‘taste’, defined initially by their selection of preferred musicians from a list. 
Another example is the clothes retailer H&M’s website (H&M, 2011) where, once the 
user selects an item, other items of clothing are recommended to ‘complete the look’, 
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e.g. if they select a shirt, trousers and a tie that will complement in both style and 
colour are recommended (see Figure 2.1). In these instances personalisation is 
concerned with standard products and components being selected to produce 
configurations tailored to the user.  
 
 
Figure 2.1 | The H&M website offers complementary product recommendations 
dependent on the user’s initial selections (H&M, 2011) 
 
Fox (2001) and Tseng et al. (2010) reinforce the importance of working with the 
consumer; however, they believe that it is important that the provider is sharing the 
design authority with the individual consumer to produce something unique in form 
and/or function.  Fox (2001, p.174) also states that personalisation is only in effect 
when the consumer can “modify standard designs or propose major design 
alterations”, something not possible with Last.fm and H&M’s services. Examples of this 
would be an athlete working with a designer to produce a shoe specifically for 
themselves, or somebody having a bespoke tailored suit fitted; the consumer’s input is 
critical. 
 
In one paper Fox et al. (2001, p.141) classifies personalisation as:  
 
“…a category of goods where consumers choose from a range of standard 
assemblies and sub-assemblies to determine their preferred design option, 
then choose from a limited range of loose parts and materials to increase their 
own personal association with that design option.”  
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Initialled luggage and pre-printed stationery are provided as examples. Again the 
importance of liaising with the consumer when designing is raised but their input, in 
this instance, is kept at a low level; minimum disruption is caused to the provider’s 
production process. 
 
The broadest definitions of personalisation, with respect to products, are that of 
Mugge et al. (2009) and Göker and Myrhaug (2002) who state that it is about tailoring 
products to better fit the user. Where these two definitions differ is their stance on 
consumer interaction; Mugge et al. (2009) stresses the importance of consumers’ 
involvement in the personalisation process whereas Göker and Myrhaug (2002) do not 
believe a significant relationship with the consumer is necessarily required. The latter 
definition concurs with the primary dictionary definition and, unlike the previous 
definitions, does not restrict personalisation in any way.  
 
Taking this definition (Göker and Myrhaug, 2002) there are a wide array of products 
that can be currently personalised (see Table 2.1 for examples). They range from the 
capacity to change a mobile phone ringtone to someone designing and building their 
own house. Depending on the definition considered, several points of contention can 
be raised e.g. the ability to change a ringtone may not be considered as 
personalisation as design authority has not been shared with the consumer. 
Alternatively, someone designing their own house might not be viewed as 
personalisation because they are doing far more than increasing their personal 
association through the selection of loose parts (Fox et al., 2001). Many similar points 
of contention can be raised concerning the subject of defining personalisation and at 
present there is no accepted classification available of the different levels of 
personalisation.  
 
Perhaps the closest thing to personalisation that has been classified is mass 
customisation (MC). This can be utilised to deliver personalised products on a mass 
scale (Kissimoto and Laurindo, 2010) and many authors have attempted to categorise 
the different levels.  The accepted relationships of MC with personalisation are 
discussed in the following section. 
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PRODUCT PERSONALISABLE ASPECTS EXAMPLES 
Artwork  Potentially everything  
Automobiles 
Interior, seat type, exterior colours/materials, sound 
system, tyres, brakes, engine, windows etc 
Porsche, Nissan, 
Toyota 
Bag Design Colours, materials, size, extras available Timbuk2 
Chocolate Milk/cocoa content, toppings Chocri 
Clothing The fit of the clothes, detailing, colour, pattern, graphics 
Tailor Store, 
Spreadshirt 
Craft products 
Badges, mugs, cards etc 
Graphics 
JuJups, Zazzle, 
Moonpig 
Doll Body type, clothes and face 
Fabidoo, Build-
a–bear 
Footwear Colours, upper graphics and materials, fit/performance 
Nike, Adidas, 
Reebok, Keds 
Furniture Combinations of surfaces, shelves etc Ikea 
Golf Clubs 
Shaft length, lie angle, shaft flex, shaft type, grip size, 
club head design 
Callaway 
House Potentially everything  
Jewellery  Material, graphics, style Shapeways 
Mobile phone Display, sounds, content, security Apple, HTC 
Personal Computers (PC) Performance, operating system Lenovo 
PC operating systems Performance, aesthetics, organisation, content 
Microsoft, Apple, 
Linux 
Skis Graphics Edelwiser 
Spectacles Frame choice, lens coatings, prescription 
Specsavers, 
Vision Express 
Watches Straps, face, hands, bezel, personal inscription 121Time 
Wig Making Hair type, colour, tone, length  
 
Table 2.1 | Products that can currently be personalised according to Göker and Myrhaug’s definition (2002) 
 
 
2.3 Mass Customisation  
The term mass customisation was introduced over 20 years ago; Davis (1987) broadly 
defined it as the ability to provide individually designed products and services to every 
consumer through high levels of process agility, flexibility and integration. A narrower 
definition has been developed by several authors, as technology has improved and 
consumer demand increased; it is defined as a system that uses information 
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technology, flexible processes, and organisational structures to deliver a wide range of 
products that meet the specific needs of individual consumers, at a cost near that of 
mass-produced items (Da Silveira et al., 2001; Liu, Shah and Schroeder, 2010; Piller and 
Tseng, 2010; Tseng et al., 2010). 
 
MC is the phrase used to define many services in operation today that are delivering 
personalised products to consumers, with companies such as Nike (Nike, 2011a), 
Adidas (2011), Timbuk2 (2011) and Edelwiser (Edelwiser Ski, 2011) all having their own 
services. They all allow the consumer to tailor certain aspects of the product, to suit 
their needs. To employ MC requires a company-wide strategy, altering, amongst 
others; production methods, the way the company interacts with consumers and sales 
methods (Piller et al., 2004).  
 
Whilst many MC ventures are seemingly successful, such as the afore mentioned 
services, others have failed, including some by well-established companies such as 
Levi’s and Dell (Corcoran, 2004; Williams, 2010). Failures happen for a variety of 
reasons, for example, Levi’s offered personalised fit jeans with their Original Spin 
programme and the service failed because their standard sized jeans were already 
accommodating the fit needs of the majority of their consumers (Corcoran, 2004). 
Additionally, they failed to interact with the consumer effectively (Franke and Piller, 
2004; Wu, 2010). Dell’s service, used by consumers to configure their computer 
components, additional software and hardware, failed because the consumers were 
unwilling to pay the premium necessary for the changes Dell had to implement in the 
value chain (Williams, 2010). In the past Dell was portrayed as a model of MC 
implementation (Wind and Rangaswamy, 2001); however, experts within the industry 
had predicted that the exaggerated prices may be problematic (Salvador, De Holan and 
Piller, 2009). 
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2.3.1 The Levels of Mass Customisation 
Many authors have attempted to classify the different levels of MC and four of the 
most prominent views were brought together in a MC literature review (Da Silveira et 
al., 2001) to produce eight generic levels of MC (see Table 2.2).  
 
MC GENERIC LEVELS MC Approaches MC Strategies Stages of MC 
Types of 
Customisation 
8 Design 
Collaborative; 
transparent 
Pure 
customisation 
  
7 Fabrication  
Tailored 
customisation 
  
6 Assembly  
Customised 
standardisation 
Modular 
production 
Assembling 
standard 
components into 
unique 
components 
5 
Additional custom 
work 
  
Point of delivery 
customisation 
Performing 
additional custom 
work 
4 Additional services   
Customised 
services; 
providing quick 
response 
Providing 
additional 
services 
3 
Package and 
distribution 
Cosmetic 
Segmented 
standardisation 
 
Customising 
packaging 
2 Usage Adaptive  
Embedded 
customisation 
 
1 Standardisation  
Pure 
standardisation 
  
 
Table 2.2 | Generic levels of mass customisation (adapted from Da Silveira et al., 2001) 
 
The highest level (8) is design where each product is designed collaboratively with the 
consumer to produce something uniquely tailored to their needs/desires, e.g. 
commissioned art or craft work. Gilmore and Pine (1997) term this as pure 
customisation. The next level (7) is that of fabrication, where basic pre-defined designs 
are followed and tailored to the consumer, for example the tailoring of a suit. Level 6 is 
assembly, where different configurations of modular products are produced to suit the 
consumer’s needs; ordering a PC from Lenovo is an example: consumers can tailor the 
configuration to meet their requirements. Levels 5 and 4 concern offering 
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customisation at the point of delivery; one level for products and one for services, e.g. 
having a work surface cut to fit a kitchen or ordering a burger with no tomatoes as a 
personal preference. Level 3 refers to using packaging to market products in different 
ways, for example, different box sizes. Level 2 contains products that have adaptive 
customisation built into them, such as a computer operating system or a mobile 
phone, whilst the lowest level (1) refers to standard non-customised products. Some of 
these levels are arguably not actually MC; level 8, design, as personalised goods are 
produced on a singular scale and level 1, standardisation, mass production of standard 
products that are not customised.   
 
2.3.2 Mass customisation and Personalisation 
An MC system can be configured in such a way that it is capable of delivering a 
personalised product to the consumer. In the sports footwear industry alone, there are 
ten major brands (see Appendix A for examples) with whom consumers can design 
their own personal footwear. However, MC cannot be used to implement all types of 
personalisation.  For example, a commissioned sculpture designed to fit a specified 
brief cannot be implemented using MC because MC can only offer personalisation to a 
certain degree, normally the point at which such a service is still cost effective to the 
manufacturer. This cost should be similar or only slightly higher than the mass-
produced equivalent (Pine, 1993). This is clearly not the case with a bespoke work of 
art, which is a highly individualised, premium product. 
 
MC can certainly limit personalisation. If someone customises something by hand, for 
example in the craft market; knitting, pottery etc, that product can be personalised to 
any design the consumer desires, as long as the producer has the resources. However, 
with an MC system, the consumer can only personalise within the restricted options 
that they are afforded, e.g. the choice of different colours and materials. As mentioned 
before, this is necessary because it helps to make personalisation cost-effective for the 
company but can put off certain consumers who seek true individuality (Radder and 
Louw, 1999; Bauer, Düll and Jeffrey, 2010). Additive manufacturing technology could 
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prove effective in removing some of these limitations (The Economist, 2011), allowing 
companies to produce cost-effective personalised designs for consumers. 
 
Of the nineteen different products in Table 2.1, thirteen of these are implemented 
using an MC system, underlying the importance of MC to offer personalised goods to 
the masses. MC, while enabling cost-effective production of goods does however limit 
the level to which products can be personalised.  
 
2.4 Current Product Personalisation Methods  
Consumers can currently personalise products in a variety of ways. These can range 
from picking from an offered set of options, for example, when a consumer designs a 
bag with TimBuk2 to the more in depth fit related options they choose from when 
designing a dress shirt on the Tailor Store website (Tailor Store Sweden, 2011). In this 
research it has been found that, generally, current product personalisation methods 
can be classified into four different categories (see Table 2.3).  
 
PERSONALISATION METHOD PRODUCTS 
Complete Control Homes, Art 
Internet Transaction Clothes, Footwear, Computers, Chocolate, Jewellery, Watches 
Physical Interaction Automobiles, Footwear, Golf-clubs 
Built-In Personalisation Computer operating systems, Mobile phones 
 
 Table 2.3 | Current product personalisation methods 
 
2.4.1 Complete Control  
These are the products where consumers have the overall say concerning the final 
outcome. Personalisation in this category is carried out on a one to one basis so it 
cannot, currently, be implemented using MC. Someone building a home will have 
legislation that they need to comply with; however, as long as this is done the choices 
that they make are theirs alone. This may result in a product that is not to everyone’s 
taste (see Figure 2.2). The same applies to many craft projects where the consumer is 
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in control; if they want to manually print a design on their t-shirt it is up to them what 
the print looks like. 
 
 
Figure 2.2 | An Eco Barge designed by a couple on the television program ‘Grand 
Designs’ (Channel 4, 2011) 
 
2.4.2 Internet transaction 
This is a large, ever expanding category, as the number of consumers using the 
internet for shopping continues to increase (Mintel Marketing Intelligence, 2010c), 
despite the current economic climate. Cars, clothes, watches, bags and chocolate are 
all products that can be personalised online. The system that enables the consumers to 
personalise the product, often referred to as a toolkit (Von Hippel and Katz, 2002), 
varies from company to company. When the aspects of a product available for 
personalisation are mainly visual the process is often supported by a dynamic image of 
the product that is updated as the consumer makes selections. For instance, when 
selecting different colours for running shoes, they appear on screen to give the 
consumer an idea of what the final product will look like (see Figure 2.3). If the 
personalisation being carried out relates to performance, for example, specifying a 
computer, a list displays the different options available. Descriptions are often 
provided that state the benefits of each selection to support the personalisation 
process (see Figure 2.4). Where both types of personalisation are offered, for example 
with cars, a combination of both systems is employed to convey both the aesthetic and 
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performance options. With items such as clothing the consumer is prompted, often 
aided by diagrams, to the size information required for the tailoring of clothes to fit 
them. This removes the need for them to visit a physical store to complete their order. 
 
 
 
 
Figure 2.3 | A shoe being personalised online using the NikeiD toolkit (Nike, 2011a) 
 
 
 
 
Figure 2.4 | A computer being specified at Dell’s website (from Dell, 2009) 
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2.4.3 Physical interaction 
To allow companies to produce some personalised products the consumer may need 
to be physically measured or monitored (see Figure 2.5) e.g. running shoes, spectacles, 
golf clubs and clothes. These are all products where fit and performance are important 
and the consumer’s opinion is vital in determining the desired characteristics of the 
product. With some of the services, once the measurements have been taken by 
trained personnel, the consumer can place repeat orders over the internet (Berger and 
Piller, 2003).  
 
A physical interaction is sometimes required for aesthetic personalisation e.g. the 
‘Porsche Car Configurator’ (see Figure 2.6); the consumer can personalise the car of 
their choice using a toolkit online but must visit a store to confirm their decisions 
because of the premium nature of the product. Physical examples of their decisions 
are provided to reassure the consumer, before a commitment to purchase is made. 
Other companies use in store versions of their online service to offer exclusivity, 
providing aesthetic choices and expert advice that consumers are unable to receive 
online. 
 
 
Figure 2.5 | A consumer having their foot pressure measured using the in store Mi 
Adidas service 
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Figure 2.6 | Porsche Car Configurator (from Porsche SE, 2011) 
 
 
2.4.4 Built-in Personalisation 
This type of personalisation occurs after the consumer has purchased the product. 
These products have the capability to be personalised built into them e.g. mobile 
phones or computers (see Figure 2.7), where the user is able to change multiple 
aspects of their setup, including: the background, security, sounds and applications. A 
more simple example is a worktop for a kitchen; a consumer can buy an over sized 
piece of work top and then personalise it to fit the desired area. 
 
 
Figure 2.7 | Desktop wallpaper being changed on Windows XP 
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2.5 Product Suitability for Personalisation 
A wide range of products are, in theory, suitable for personalisation (Salvador et al., 
2009). Von Hippel (2001) argues that personalisation can be valuable for any product 
with which there is heterogeneity of user demand. Other research shows that not 
every product with a diverse user demand is appropriate for personalisation (Zipkin, 
2001). Office chairs and car seats are good examples of this; making them adjustable 
allows them to accommodate multiple different sized people, whereas if they were 
personalised it is likely that only one person could use them, limiting both their 
usefulness and their resale potential. 
 
For consumers making frequent purchases in cheap low risk categories, 
personalisation is already achieved, through the purchase of a wide variety of goods 
e.g. the food market. Consumers personalise their consumption habits by buying a 
variety of the food on offer (Mitchell and Chin, 2010). Such is the cost of these goods 
that introducing personalised aspects of each type would most probably not prove 
cost effective. In low-risk categories consumers will, by nature, seek out variety 
(Huffman and Kahn, 1998) and their minds will change from day to day. For other 
items, where a consumer is seeking a product that best fits his or her needs, they do 
not necessarily want to be confronted by huge variety (Jacoby, Speller and Berning, 
1974; Lee and Lee, 2004). In this instance, using personalisation to develop a one-to-
one relationship can be the best way of understanding those needs to deliver a 
suitable product and, consequently, increase consumer loyalty (Peppers and Rogers 
1993; Pine, Peppers and Rogers, 1995; Prahalad and Ramaswamy, 2004). This may also 
be beneficial to the company providing the goods; they do not need to keep large 
inventories of stock and are able to implement a just in time (JIT) manufacturing 
system (Ross, 1996; Berger and Piller, 2003; Alfnes and Skjelstad, 2010). Importantly, 
companies must assess the requirements of implementing such a system; is there 
consumer demand, how should they interact with the consumers and will their 
resources accommodate personalisation? The number of major sportswear companies 
offering footwear personalisation, ten in total, clearly demonstrates that many 
companies do believe that footwear is a suitable product to personalise. 
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2.6 The Current Success of Product Personalisation  
There is little empirical data concerning how successful product personalisation is to 
date; however, as outlined in Section 2.2, many companies have integrated it as part of 
their core business. NikeiD, Nike’s personalisation service, is well advertised on their 
website (Nike, 2011a) and when a user enters their online store the products that can 
be personalised; shoes, clothing and accessories, are mixed amongst the standard 
products. Out of the 817 shoes offered for men and women in the United States online 
store, 155 can be personalised using the iD service (correct as of the 12/04/2011). This 
is nearly a fifth of the shoes available, demonstrating that Nike takes personalisation 
seriously. Reebok (Reebok, 2011) were only allowing people in the United States to 
personalise their shoes but now offer the service worldwide. Moving away from 
sportswear, Moonpig (2011) and 121 Time (Factory121, 2011) sell only personalised 
products: greeting cards and watches. As demonstrated earlier, there have been some 
failed implementations of personalisation (see Section 2.3). Mattel’s “MyDesign 
Barbie” service, with which consumers could design their own dolls, failed because the 
company did not anticipate the level of demand and their supply chain was unable to 
meet that demand (Franke and Piller, 2004). Another notable failure was Proctor and 
Gamble’s ‘Reflect’ system (BNET, 2005); this offered consumers the chance to 
personalise their beauty products, offering over 10,000 shades of lip-gloss. It ran for six 
years but financial returns were poor so the service was shut down. In 1999 
Cannondale, a bicycle manufacturer, claimed to offer over eight million different frame 
and colour variations. In 2003 the company was declared bankrupt, and whilst this 
was, in part, due to failed forays into different industries, personalisation wasn’t a 
success (Wind and Rangaswamy 2001). These failures underline the importance of 
understanding the level and type of choice a consumer requires (Piller et al., 2004). 
 
2.7 The Cost of Personalisation 
In this section the generic levels of MC (see Table 2.2) are used as a framework to 
explore the cost of the different types of personalisation services. Table 2.4 details 
potential price premiums for these levels, based on current and past personalisation 
systems. 
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GENERIC LEVEL OF MC PRICE PREMIUM 
8 Design High variance 
7 Fabrication 100% + 
6 Assembly 15 - 100% 
5 & 4 Additional Custom Work Dependent on work required 
3 Package and Distribution N/A 
2 Usage High variance 
1 Standardization N/A 
 
Table 2.4 | Price premiums for the different generic levels of MC 
 
2.7.1 Level 8: Design  
This level contains products that are designed on an individual basis for the consumer, 
for example, a house or a commissioned piece of art. In the case of a house, 
dependent upon the consumer’s resources, the price is variable and can often 
compare favourably to the purchase of a pre-built house (Directgov, 2005). A 
consumer will almost certainly pay a premium for commissioned artwork. The 
advantage of designing, or having something designed, is that it allows the consumer 
to include only the things that they want and to omit those that they do not want. In 
these types of bespoke design problems may occur that result in a price increase or 
design alterations; however, the consumer is more likely to be understanding as they 
are getting the precise product that they desire. Examples of price discrepancy are 
difficult to provide as they vary enormously across product types. 
 
2.7.2 Level 7: Fabrication 
Products included in this level are the standard designs that are tailored to the 
consumer, for example dress shirts and spectacles. With regards to spectacles, 
consumers can purchase ‘ready reading’ spectacles, spectacles that come with lenses 
of set prescriptions, for a very low price; from £8.50 to around £30 (Sight Station, 
2011). To get prescription frames with the consumer’s own specific prescription, the 
frames will cost anything from £25 to £169, then £39 for the lenses and extra for any 
coatings the consumer desires (Specsavers Optical Group, 2011). In many instances the 
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consumer can take advantage of an offer to get another pair of spectacles ‘free’. 
Taking this into consideration the consumer still spends substantially more on 
prescription spectacles than ‘ready reading’ spectacles, however they do receive a 
prescription tailored to their eyes. This is a market where consumer demand ensures 
that the personalised product’s popularity far exceeds that of the standard product. 
The biggest contributing factor to this is that ‘ready reading’ spectacles only cater for a 
small percentage of people that require vision correction. 
 
Lands’ End (2011) have discontinued a web service offering tailored male dress shirts 
to consumers. There was a price increase of 172% from the cheapest standard shirts to 
the lowest price custom shirts. When examining the top end of both categories the 
price increase is 118%, a substantial increase over the standard products; this may 
have been a contributing factor in the withdrawal of the personalisation service.  
 
2.7.3 Level 6: Assembly  
This category includes products that are assembled from modular components to suit 
the consumer. Examples include sports footwear, computers and bags. Timbuk2 (2011) 
is a bag manufacturer based in the United States; their medium classic messenger bag, 
for example, costs $90 and the personalised equivalent bag ranges from $120 to $180; 
an increase of between 33% and 100%.  
 
Nike and Adidas offer personalised sports footwear which are, essentially, assembled 
from standard parts although they do offer the stitching of personal characters, 
making the products more personal. After comparing the cost of footwear produced 
using Nike’s personalisation service, NikeiD, and the mass-produced version of the 
same models, an average price increase of over 25% was identified. Adidas charges a 
similar premium, nearly 29%, for its personalised footwear. They previously charged a 
higher premium, nearly 50%, for the Mi Adidas service, as they believed it delivered a 
product that better fitted consumer needs, facilitated by a store fitting session (Piller 
et al., 2004). With the introduction of an online version, the primary focus of their 
service switched to e-commerce. 
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Lenovo (2010) allow consumers to select the system components, services, software 
and accessories of certain computers on their website.  If the consumer decides to 
change the configuration from the base option, i.e. increase the memory, they are 
charged a price premium slightly in excess of the cost of purchasing a similar 
component separately, although they will not have to install the part themselves.  Dell, 
as mentioned earlier, have recently ceased offering a similar service because it was not 
considered cost-effective anymore (Williams, 2010).  
 
2.7.4 Levels 4 & 5: Additional Custom Work 
T-shirt printing is an example of additional custom work; the consumer adding their 
design to a finished t-shirt. Two online services that enable the design and print of 
personal t-shirt designs are Zazzle (Zazzle, 2011) and Spreadshirt (2011), however they 
charge for their services in different ways. 
 
Zazzle offers t-shirts with pre-designed prints and the ability for a user to create their 
own personal design, with both products similarly priced. The starting price for 
Spreadshirt’s t-shirts is lower than Zazzle’s equivalent, with the consumer charged 
extra according to the size and complexity of the design that they add to the t-shirt. 
With both companies the higher the quantity of the t-shirts that are ordered, the 
cheaper the cost. 
 
These two companies provide an example of how different pricing strategies can be 
employed to offer similar personalised products. Zazzle pays for the extra cost by 
raising their initial product price and Spreadshirt charges each consumer according to 
how much additional work is required. There are instances where additional 
customisation is not charged, for example, looking at kitchen work surfaces, some 
stores provide offers such as B&Q, who will cut work surfaces up to three times with 
no cost, after which a charge is incurred. If a whole kitchen is going to be fitted, a price 
will be quoted dependent upon the work required.  
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2.7.5 Level 3: Package and Distribution 
Packaging products in different sizes can target certain people and often purchasing a 
larger amount results in a discount, for example, tinned food. According to Goldsmith’s 
definition (1999) this is not personalisation so the price discrepancies were not 
investigated.  
 
2.7.6 Level 2: Usage 
This section relates to products that are personalised by the consumer after they have 
purchased them, for example, mobile phones and computer operating systems. There 
may be different versions of the product which allow more functionality and therefore 
more customisation. An example of this is the different versions of Windows 7; certain 
programs and functions that allow a user to personalise their operating system more 
fully are not available on the most basic version. Therefore, to increase the level of 
personalisation, a premium is incurred. There are sometimes charges for individual 
items that increase a product’s personalisation e.g. Apple charge if consumers 
download ringtones for their mobile phone, the iPhone.  
 
2.7.7 Level 1: Standardization 
This level concerns standard products and so the price discrepancy of personalisation 
is not relevant here. 
 
2.7.8 Summary 
There is undoubtedly a price premium for personalisation and, from the information 
that can be gathered, in general, it increases with the level of personalisation offered. 
Another influence is the number of products produced; if the product cannot be 
produced as part of a MC service the premium is likely to be higher. This may also be 
the case if an in store visit is required. It is clear from some of the now discontinued 
services that there is no definitive structure for pricing personalised products. The 
different price strategies employed by companies offering the same service, e.g. Zazzle 
and Threadless, support this fact.  
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2.8 Consumer’s Willingness to Pay for Personalisation 
In the previous section it is identified that for many personalised products a premium 
is charged. Companies are seemingly successful while charging these amounts but, as 
the personalisation market develops, are consumers willing to continually pay more? If 
the products they are getting fit their needs better than any standard product they 
could well be willing to pay more (Chamberlin, 1962); however, there have already 
been some high profile failures (see Section 2.6). The willingness to pay (WTP) a 
premium for personalisation has been explored in several different product areas, 
detailed below.  
 
Franke, Keinz and Steger (2009) explored the WTP for a variety of personalised 
products: newspapers, fountain pens, kitchens, skis and breakfast cereals, split into 
two studies. The first concentrated on personalised newspapers, selected because of 
the highly heterogeneous consumer preferences in the market, with participants 
shown newspapers personalised to their preferences, defined from their ratings of 90 
sample headlines 10 days previously, and standard newspapers. Over 2000 Austrian 
participants were strategically sampled and their WTP was solicited using a contingent 
valuation method (CVM); participants could select between €0 and €10. On average, a 
WTP of 14% extra for a personalised newspaper when compared to standard 
equivalents was reported. In the second study, participants (~200 for each product) 
used ‘mock’ toolkits to personalise the previously mentioned five products after which 
they were asked to provide their WTP for the personalised versions of the products. A 
WTP an increase of between 34 and 40% when compared to standard products was 
discovered for four of the products, while the breakfast cereals sample reported a 50% 
WTP. Both sets of results may be inflated, common with CVM; it’s a hypothetical 
method and there is no actual commitment to make a purchase (Franke and Von 
Hippel, 2003). The uniformity of the inflation, however, suggests that even if they were 
deflated, participants would still be willing to pay a premium for personalised products 
in a range of categories.   
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A separate study also focused on personalised newspapers demonstrates the 
importance of not generalising when assessing consumers’ WTP. Schoder, Sick, Putzke 
et al. (2006) conducted a survey with a strategic sample of 1067 participants from 
Germany asking whether they would prefer a regular newspaper (€1) or a more 
expensive individualised newspaper (€1.40) for which they had to specify their 
preferences, examples were not provided. The result of this simple form of conjoint 
analysis was that the general population were not willing to pay a price premium for 
personalised newspapers however those classified as ‘well-educated’ were. These 
results may have partly been a consequence of the high, inflexible, price premium. 
 
A study carried out in the watch market (Franke and Piller, 2004), with 717 graduate 
student participants, reported an increase in WTP of 100% for watches designed by 
users using toolkits, compared to an equivalent standard watch. The results are biased 
however, as these watches were designed by participants that were computer 
proficient students, not everybody would necessarily find it easy to configure the 
watch on a computer. CVM was employed for this study as well; the premium the 
participants may be willing to pay is, therefore, most probably significantly lower.  
 
Research by Schreier (2006) with 185 students in Vienna defined a similar WTP (134%) 
for the personalisation of low price objects when compared to standard equivalents: 
mobile phone cases, t-shirts and scarves. The WTP for this personalisation varied 
across the different products: 106% for the scarves, 113% for the t-shirts and 204% for 
the mobile phone cases. This may be partly attributed to level of personalisation 
offered by the different services; the toolkit for the mobile phone cases offered 
greater design freedom than the equivalent employed for the scarves. This study 
suffers from similar limitations as the previous study and focuses on low cost products; 
the participants may be less concerned about paying a higher premium on a lower 
starting price. 
Kamali and Loker’s study (2002) in the United States, investigated female students’ 
willingness to pay for personalised t-shirts using a mock web-based service, the design 
based on commercially available services at the time. Three different levels of design 
complexity were possible: standard, limited customisation (50 possible combinations) 
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and advanced customisation (37,500 possible combinations) and 24 randomly selected 
female students, aged 18-25, were assigned to each level, 72 participants in total. The 
customisation options provided focused on the style and aesthetics of the t-shirt. The 
participants were willing to pay the most for the t-shirts in the advanced customisation 
group, however the premium was very low, with them willing to pay an average of 
only 39 cents more than the standard t-shirts. Interestingly, participants stated that 
they would pay less for the t-shirts in the limited customisation group ($15.74) than 
the standard designs ($16.60). This and the study by Schreier (2006) support the 
current trend of increasing the price premium as the level of product personalisation 
increases (see Section 2.7). Additionally, participants were found to be unwilling to pay 
a premium for personalisation if the appropriate level of choice was not offered. 
 
Footwear is an area where offering other elements for personalisation than aesthetics, 
such as performance and fit, may enable a higher premium to be applied (Franke and 
Piller, 2004). This was alluded to in the EUROShoE report (Piller, 2002) where the WTP 
for personalisation within the footwear market was investigated. Of the 420 
consumers interviewed from Germany, United Kingdom, Italy and Spain, the majority 
were willing to pay between 10 to 30% extra for personalised formal and casual shoes. 
In the concurrent focus groups, discussions revealed that participants were less 
inclined to pay a premium for personalising the colours than the fit. Merle et al. (2010) 
concentrated on aesthetic personalisation of footwear; participants configured shoes 
using the NikeiD service. They assessed participant’s WTP using two methods: CVM, 
where 73.3% of the 343 participants were willing to pay an average premium of 28.5% 
for the shoes they had personalised and conjoint analysis which found that 
substantially less, 42.9% of participants, were willing to pay a premium. These studies 
demonstrate the importance of offering the right type of personalisation to 
consumers. 
 
Research has also been conducted in a higher price product area: the United Kingdom 
new car market, selected because of the demand fragmentation and market 
saturation. Bardakci and Whitelock (2004) explored 138 systematically sampled 
participants’ WTP for cars personalised to their preferences. Of these participants 
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58.8% were prepared to pay a premium of between 4 and 6% on current prices for 
standard cars, a low premium in comparison with the other lower-priced products. 
 
In another case, users of free security software, Apache, were approached and asked 
about their WTP for improvements to the software, allowing for a more configurable 
product (Franke and Von Hippel, 2003). A large percentage (63%) of the users stated 
that they could not make the changes they desired themselves using the current 
software. The contingent valuation method (CVM) was employed, and as it is noted for 
its likely overstatement of WTP, the results were deflated by 80%. After this deflation 
users were still willing to pay nearly 50% of the equivalent retail price of commercial 
software, with comparable functionality, for the improvements.  
 
Whilst the author found a limited range of sources on consumers’ WTP for 
personalisation, the data discovered points to the fact that certain consumers are 
willing to pay a premium for a product that suits their needs better than the mass 
produced version, whilst offering, what they perceive is, value for money. The 
premium they are willing to pay appears to be influenced by a number of factors 
including: the initial cost of the product, the level of personalisation offered and the 
suitability of the personalisation.   
 
2.9 Consumer Demand for Personalisation 
Consumers’ willingness to pay for certain types of product personalisation suggests a 
level of interest, but does this interest translate to a demand? Kotler (1989) and Pine 
(1993) have defined a general desire for variety in a range of consumer markets, 
however, classifying a demand is difficult as product personalisation on a mass scale is 
not currently prevalent in the market. This does not mean that it cannot be 
implemented without some level of confidence; Sony introduced the Walkman in 
1979, based on market insights with no demand, yet it went on to define and 
dominate the personal portable stereo market for over a decade (Sanderson and 
Uzumeri, 1994).  
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Focusing on the footwear market, the results from the EUROShoE study (Piller, 2002) 
provided an exploratory estimation of 100 million pairs per annum as the potential 
market volume for personalised shoes for four European countries; Germany, Italy, 
Spain and the United Kingdom. This was derived by calculating the percentage of the 
420 questionnaire participants’ interested in personalisation as a share of their 
respective nations total number of recorded eligible consumers. While this is most 
probably a vastly inflated figure, as the calculation is simplistic and a non probability 
sampling method was employed, it demonstrates a potentially large interest in 
personalised shoes. This will be investigated in greater depth in the following chapter.  
 
Limited data were identified by the author to define an empirical demand for product 
personalisation. The vast number of services available offering product personalisation 
(see Section 2.2) suggests that there is a demand in certain areas; since starting their 
iD service in 1999 (Nike, 1999), Nike have increased the number of shoes offered 
greatly and have begun to offer other products as well. This is a clear indication that if 
a company targets the right consumers with the right product at a suitable premium 
(see Section 2.8), they are willing to pay for it. 
 
2.10 The Benefits of Personalisation 
While personalisation may not be suitable for all products (see Section 2.5) and will fail 
if not implemented correctly (see Section 2.6), it does offer many potential benefits. 
 
2.10.1 Company Operation 
Utilising personalisation means companies do not build up a large stock of goods and 
instead only produce what is required (Zipkin, 2001). They also do not misplace their 
activities and can postpone work until they have received payment (Piller et al., 2004). 
HÅG, one of the leading office chair manufacturers in Scandanvia, introduced a mass 
customisation strategy to combat weak profitability and slow delivery and were 
rewarded with several benefits including reduced costs in production, distribution and 
shorter delivery time (Alfnes and Skjelstad, 2010). 
36 
2.10.2 Market Research 
Implementing a personalisation service will require outlays for companies in the areas 
of consumer interaction and manufacturing to ensure consumers are integrated 
effectively and the production flow is efficient (Agrawal, Kumaresh and Mercer, 2001; 
Zipkin 2001; Broekhuizen and Alsem, 2002; Piller et al., 2004; Salvador et al., 2009). 
However, once this system is in place it can be utilised as a market research tool, 
allowing them to react to consumers’ choices more quickly and test potential future 
ideas without producing full-scale production batches (Berger and Piller, 2003; Franke 
and Von Hippel, 2003; Kurniawan, Zhang and Tseng, 2004; Piller et al., 2004; Alfnes 
and Skjelstad, 2010). If the company also mass-produces goods e.g. Nike, then these 
findings can result in changes to this side of the business, responding to consumer 
demand more quickly, allowing companies to potentially become market leaders and 
innovators (Berger and Piller, 2003). 
 
2.10.3 Consumer Loyalty  
Personalisation can also result in increased consumer loyalty. When a consumer co-
creates something with a company they often transfer what is known as ‘sticky’ 
information (Polanyi, 1958). The more expenditure required acquiring consumer 
information, the more ‘sticky’ that information is (Von Hippel, 1994). When someone 
does this they are more likely to be loyal to that company than go through the whole 
process again with another company (Piller et al., 2004). Lands’ End found that 
consumers who used their custom fit service were 39% more likely to purchase again 
from the company than consumers who shopped from the standard range (Peters, 
2004). 
 
2.10.4 Increased Product Attachment 
Product personalisation can increase owners’ product attachment (Mugge et al., 
2009). People, in general, show more positive emotions towards products to which 
they feel attached (Schultz, Kleine and Kernan, 1989; Desmet and Hekkert, 2007). 
Govers and Mugge (2004) conducted a study with toasters and found that people 
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become more attached to products that are perceived as having a personality similar 
to themselves; the product becomes more symbolic and the owner, therefore, 
becomes more attached. Mugge at al. (2009) carried out a study with 149 bicycle-
owning students, and found that the ones that had personalised their bicycle had 
fulfilled a need to express themselves and, as a consequence, there was a positive 
effect on their level of attachment to the product.  Similar findings were identified in a 
study of consumers who use online sports footwear personalisation services 
(Giebelhausen and Lawson, 2010). Schifferstein and Desmet (2008) agree that to 
increase product attachment the product should reflect the consumer’s personal 
identity. In addition they state that feelings of attachment are often related to 
memories evoked by the product and enjoyment provided by using the product.  
 
Delivering an enjoyable and suitable experience during the personalisation service may 
also influence product attachment (Mugge et al., 2009; Merle et al., 2010); the 
consumer drawing pride from having contributed to the design process (Franke, 
Schreier and Kaiser, 2010). At this stage, it is important to engage the required senses 
and deliver the desired options to encourage product purchase and facilitate 
attachment (Schifferstein, Mugge and Hekkert, 2003; Franke et al., 2010). If all 
products are equal in functionality the experience that they deliver can be the deciding 
factor (Jordan, 2000). A consumer is more likely to keep the product for longer and 
seek the same brand in the future as a consequence of their good experience. A 
conceptual model (see Figure 2.8) summarises the potential attachment between 
personalisation and product attachment. 
 
 
 
Figure 2.8 | Conceptual model of the relationship between product attachment 
and personalisation (adapted from Mugge et al., 2009)  
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2.10.5 Price Premium 
As identified in Section 2.7, the company may have the potential to charge a premium 
for their product, dependent upon the level of personalisation being offered and their 
competition.   
 
There are many potential benefits to employing a personalisation strategy, however it 
is important that the product is suitable (Zipkin, 2001) and that the right consumers 
are targeted appropriately (Franke et al., 2009) otherwise these benefits may be 
negated. 
 
2.11 Current Developments in Personalisation 
Different methods of implementing personalisation are currently developing at a rapid 
pace. Shapeways (2011) and Ponoko (2011) are internet-based companies that will 
manufacture consumer’s product designs for them, allowing them to personalise at 
the highest level, design (see Table 2.2). Consumers are constrained by the materials 
offered and the maximum size of the products, however, they can be far more creative 
because each product is produced individually. Shapeways utilises three-dimensional 
(3D) printing, a form of additive manufacturing, to produce the consumer’s design (see 
Figure 2.9), enabling the realisation of complex designs in a range of metals and 
plastics. Ponoko, in addition to 3D printing, offers capabilities similar to that of a 
workshop, only the consumer doesn’t need to use the equipment, they only require an 
understanding of what the equipment can produce. Ponoko offers a wide-range of 
material choice, from corrugated cardboard (see Figure 2.9) through felt to sheet 
metal. 
 
Companies are now utilising body-imaging technology instead of hand measuring 
consumers to produce tailored clothing (Martin, 2008). The consumer is scanned and 
then a template is printed that can be used from which to design the clothes.  
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Figure 2.9 | A ‘Lightpoem’ lamp produced using Shapeway’s service (left) (2011) and an iPhone document 
scanner available from Ponoko (2011) 
 
Focusing specifically on footwear, Keds (2011) have introduced a system that allows 
users to upload pictures then place and scale them strategically on their shoes (see 
Figure 2.10). A research project, using additive manufacturing to produce custom 
outsoles for football boots (Piller, 2006) has shown the potential for an increase in the 
fit and performance personalisation options offered by companies. There have been 
similar findings using the same technology to produce insoles for running shoes as part 
of the Elite to High Street project (Salles and Gyi, 2010). 
 
 
Figure 2.10 | A women’s shoe personalised with photos of sunflowers 
using ‘Keds Studio’ (Keds, 2011) 
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2.12 Implementing Product Personalisation 
Many factors important to implementing a successful product personalisation service 
have already been detailed: the product should be suitable for personalisation (see 
Section 2.5), the consumer should be interested in (see Section 2.9) and willing to pay 
for the personalisation (see Section 2.8). Delivering an enjoyable experience (see 
Section 2.10) that offers the right level and type of choices for the consumer (see 
Sections 2.6, 2.7, 2.8) within a flexible operational setup (see Section 2.10) is also 
essential. Salvador et al. (2009) define three common capabilities that are necessary if 
a company intends to deliver a mass customisation service: solution space 
development, robust process design and choice navigation, discussed below. 
 
Solution Space Development: the company must understand what it is that the 
consumers need from their products in order to define the areas of the product they 
can personalise. The areas the consumer can operate in are defined as the ‘solution 
space’. The company should also concentrate on the effective ongoing capture of 
consumer usage data allowing them to react to consumer trends and behaviours and 
refine their offering. 
 
Robust Process Design: companies need to optimise the value chain to ensure that 
implementing personalisation does not lead to deterioration in their production and 
supply chains (Piller and Tseng, 2010). To achieve this, the re-use of current resources 
to fulfil different tasks may be necessary e.g. retraining of staff to perform new duties. 
Stock needs to be monitored more closely and negotiations with suppliers are 
necessary to increase the frequency and flexibility with which components are 
delivered. Flexible manufacturing systems that enable the production of personalised 
goods are essential; this is where the use of additive manufacturing may prove 
beneficial, with the potential to produce individualised products at a mass production 
cost (The Economist, 2011).  
 
Choice Navigation: the method in which the company facilitates the consumer 
personalisation of the product is important. This is often delivered using toolkits, 
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offering the consumer the configuration choices in a presentable, interactive format. 
Internet based personalisation services are commonly delivered with the aid of a 
toolkit (see Section 2.4). The theme of personalisation should be continued at this 
stage, delivering an experience to the consumer which is unique to them; fostering a 
bond not only with the product, but with the provider too (Pine, 1993). To achieve this, 
the level and type of choice offered should not be such that opportunities are endless; 
this may overwhelm the consumer, instead they should be carefully considered to 
deliver what is needed (Huffman and Kahn, 1998).   
 
In addition, the author believes there are also other requirements to consider when 
delivering a personalisation service. 
 
Effort Invested by the Consumer: Mugge et al. (2009) and Franke et al. (2010) show 
that investing effort when personalising a product can strengthen the subsequent 
bond the consumer feels. Establishing the right level of effort required by the 
consumer is important; too much and they may become frustrated (Huffman and 
Khan, 1998), too little and they may become uninterested in the service and product 
(Norman, 2004).  
 
Time to wait: implementing a personalisation strategy means that a consumer is most 
likely to have to wait a certain period of time for their product to be delivered (Pine, 
1993). This period should be minimised through robust process design. Where a wait 
remains, the way the consumer is treated should be considered, to ensure confidence 
remains in their purchase and the service. 
 
Engaging with the product: to develop a bond with a potential purchase, consumers 
prefer to interact with the product, engaging the required senses (Schifferstein et al., 
2003). One issue with most current personalisation services is that the consumer will 
not receive the final product until after they have paid; an element of the unknown 
remains until the product is delivered. Methods should be employed during the 
consumer design stage to increase their confidence in the potential purchase e.g. clear 
previews of the products or the substitution of a generic product.  
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This section shows that to implement an effective personalisation service requires a 
company-wide approach. It is important that the capabilities of the service are 
developed whilst focusing on the target consumers’ needs and desires.  
 
2.13 Summary 
Product personalisation is achieved by tailoring the products to better fit the user. 
Mass customisation has been identified as a key way of delivering personalised goods 
at a cost effective price for both the manufacturer and consumer. If personalisation is 
implemented effectively it can offer a company many benefits, including, 
postponement of work until payment is received, an effective market research tool 
and increased consumer loyalty. 
 
A wide array of products can be personalised and it appears many companies utilise 
personalisation successfully. There are, however, high profile attempts at 
personalisation that have failed. To develop an effective personalisation service it is 
essential that the product is suitable, the potential market interested and the 
personalisation afforded appropriate. Companies must develop a company-wide 
strategy for personalisation, altering their value chain, concentrating on the delivery of 
an enjoyable experience to the consumer. If implemented successfully, it is likely that 
consumers will be willing to pay a premium for the service. 
 
Recent developments in flexible production techniques, e.g. additive manufacturing, 
provide the potential to deliver cost-effective products with a higher degree of 
individualisation than the primarily modular-based production methods employed by 
most current personalisation services. 
 
The author found that the literature, particularly empirical data, in this area is scarce; 
the relative infancy of product personalisation as a mainstream method may be a 
contributing factor. This lack of literature, particularly relating to the successful 
implementation of product personalisation, makes a careful and thorough assessment 
of the relevant market, running shoes, essential. 
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2.14 Conclusions 
From this review of product personalisation the following conclusions to the objectives 
stated in the introduction section can be drawn: 
- Product personalisation is achieved by tailoring the products to better fit the user 
- Mass customisation has been identified as a key way of delivering personalised 
goods at a cost effective price 
- Employing a personalisation service effectively can offer many potential benefits 
including: postponement of work until payment, effective market research and 
increased consumer loyalty 
- Many companies appear to utilise personalisation successfully, however, there are 
some high profile failures 
- Consumers are interested in product personalisation and appear willing, if 
appropriate, to pay a premium 
- To implement personalisation effectively the company must employ a company-
wide approach, focusing on consumer needs to deliver the correct level and type of 
choice 
- Companies should target the delivery of an enjoyable personalisation experience 
for the consumer. 
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3.1 Chapter Overview 
In this chapter the state of the art in the running shoe industry is explored. The 
different types of shoes are defined and consumer purchase habits are investigated; 
where and why they purchase running shoes and what influences their decisions. Next 
the current personalisation methods available for sports footwear are identified, and 
consumer feedback considered. Finally, an attempt is made to define a potential 
market and focus for a running shoe personalisation service.  
 
3.2 Types of running shoe 
Running shoes are not designed for other sports or use in the gym, they are designed 
with running in mind. This has been the case since the late 1970s when interest began 
to increase in individual fitness and consequently running (Cheskin, 1987). Nike and 
New Balance started to produce shoes specifically for running from as early as 1960 
and in the mid 1970s other companies such as Brooks and Saucony joined the trend. 
The variety of running shoes has risen sharply in recent years as athletes strive for 
better fit and performance, and technology and production techniques improve. In the 
early 1970s there were only five different styles of running shoes, in comparison with 
285 in the late 90s (Cox and Alm, 1998). Detailed in Figure 3.1 are the main 
components found in all running shoes and typical materials used in their production. 
 
 
 
 
Figure 3.1 | The main components in a running shoe and their typical materials 
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In the current market different types of running shoes are available to accommodate 
the variety of people who run and different places that they run (see Table 3.1). There 
are two main categories of shoe designed primarily for running on the road though 
utilised in many locations; stability and cushioning, whilst the second two types; track 
and trail, are specialist shoes designed for use in specific locations. 
 
Type of 
Running 
Shoe 
ROAD SPECIALIST 
STABILITY CUSHIONING TRACK TRAIL 
Also 
Known 
as… 
Motion Control 
Structured 
cushioning 
Supportive 
cushioning 
Neutral 
Lightweight 
Performance Off-road 
Foot type Normal Foot 
Flat - foot 
High-arched foot 
Normal Foot 
All Feet All Feet 
Weight  
(g)* 
250 - 450 200 - 350 140 - 200 300 - 450 
Summary Designed to control 
and support the foot 
Designed to 
encourage the 
wearer's natural gait 
Designed for 
performance 
Designed for 
durability and 
stability 
Features - Firm midsole 
- Some cushioning 
- Reinforced uppers 
- Medial posts 
- Extended heel cup 
- Wide, durable 
outsoles 
- Softer midsole 
- Minimal additional    
stability features 
- Modelled around 
curved last 
- Lightweight 
- Minimal cushioning 
and stability features 
- Often with spikes 
for traction 
- Toe bumpers 
- Extra stitching 
- Increased traction 
on bottom 
- Feet sit low in shoe 
to increase stability 
 
*Data based on men’s footwear 
 
Table 3.1 | The broad categories of running shoes 
 
3.2.1 Stability and Cushioning Running Shoes 
As the biomechanics of the foot have become better understood, shoes have been 
designed to control or encourage the foot’s natural motion. The foot pronates and 
supinates during every gait cycle; this is the activity of locomotion.  
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Pronation is when the foot rolls inwards around the subtalar joint (See Figure 3.2). This 
occurs as the heel strikes the ground and the foot flattens out. After this the foot 
supinates, rolling outwards around the subtalar joint, as the foot prepares for take-off.  
Figure 3.3 displays pronation and supination, as well as the neutral foot position. A 
certain degree of pronation and supination are required for correct movement of the 
foot, however problems occur when excessive pronation or supination occurs. People 
who have a rear foot angle, the angle between the rear foot and lower leg, of 13 
degrees or greater are considered to be excessive pronators (Clarke, 1984). Excessive 
pronation has been linked with injuries of the hip, knee, Achilles tendon and foot.  
 
 
 
Figure 3.2 | The Subtalar joint’s relative position in the foot (adapted from DMED, 2011) 
 
 
 
 
Figure 3.3 | Diagram showing a foot in neutral position (centre), pronating (left) and supinating (right) 
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If someone pronates excessively they have, what may be called, a flat foot, or fallen 
arch (see Figure 3.3), and almost all of the rear of their foot makes contact with the 
ground. Stability shoes (see Figure 3.4) are designed to protect runners from this 
problem, as they have stiffer parts of their midsoles and medial posts which force the 
arch higher (Figure 3.5). This alters the person’s gait to what could be considered a 
more biomechanically sound pattern. Extra reinforcement on the upper (Figure 3.6) 
keeps the foot in the desired position. The additional features on the stability shoe 
make it a heavier shoe. Different types of stability shoes are available; motion control 
shoes are one such type, designed for those who require more control and support. 
 
 
Figure 3.4 | A stability shoe with a denser (grey) section of midsole on the inside of the shoe 
 
 
Figure 3.5 | The extra support is highlighted on the outsole of a stability shoe 
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Alternatively, cushioning shoes (see Figure 3.7) are designed for a person who 
supinates or has a neutral gait. Someone who supinates excessively has a high-arched 
foot that is often too inflexible. This shoe has a softer, flexible midsole and minimum 
stability features to encourage the wearer’s foot movement, allowing it to flatten more 
than a stability shoe would, reducing the risk of injury through excessive supination. It 
is generally lighter than the stability shoe.   
 
 
Figure 3.6 | The reinforced upper of a stability shoe  
 
 
 
Figure 3.7 | A cushioning shoe featuring a single density midsole 
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3.2.2 Track and Trail Running Shoes 
Track shoes are designed primarily for performance; control and support of the foot 
are secondary. A track shoe is lightweight, with minimal padding, the majority of which 
is in the heel area. Extra support is normally provided on the inside edge of the shoes 
for middle distance runners; this reduces excessive pronation when running bends. 
These shoes feature light uppers with minimal support to keep the weight down and 
allow the person to run as naturally as possible. Track shoes for sprint events (see 
Figure 3.8) normally have a maximum of eight replaceable spikes in the sole that 
provide the required traction. For longer events the shoes may have shorter spikes or a 
thin rubber outsole (Cheskin, 1987). 
 
 
Figure 3.8 | Sprint track shoes (New Balance Athletic Shoe, 2011a) 
 
Trail running shoes (see Figure 3.9) are designed primarily for protection from the 
elements. A toughened front end protects the toe from loose debris and reinforced 
uppers and double stitching keep the foot dry, warm and protected. This type of shoe 
normally has less cushioning than road running shoes, as surfaces encountered are 
often soft. The foot also sits lower to the ground in the shoe, increasing stability to 
accommodate uneven surfaces. These reinforcements can make this type of shoe 
heavy. 
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Figure 3.9 | Trail running shoes 
 
There are four major categories of running shoes available, loosely classified according 
to foot and surface type and almost all companies classify their shoes using these 
categories. Considering the variance possible in the structure of the foot (Donatelli, 
1996) and the number of different conditions the shoes may be used in, it appears 
unlikely that everyone that wears running shoes will be satisfied with the fit, support 
and performance of their footwear. 
 
3.3 The Running Shoe Market 
3.3.1 General Sports Footwear Sales 
Sports footwear in the United Kingdom makes up the second largest part of the sports 
good market, with a 25.3% share and £1,443 million in sales for 2009 (Mintel 
Marketing Intelligence, 2010a). The market has seen steady growth, with consumer 
expenditure rising by over 5% from 2005 until 2009, and is predicted to expand further 
(Mintel Marketing Intelligence, 2009b). It is speculated that this may be, in part, due to 
the limited lifetime of sports footwear; they continually require replacing as a 
consequence of wear and tear. 
 
Sports footwear is estimated to account for 28.3% of United Kingdom expenditure on 
footwear with over £1.4 billion spent in 2008 (Mintel Marketing Intelligence, 2009b). 
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The next largest category is casual shoes, which have a 19% market share. The average 
price of footwear in the United Kingdom has been getting lower each year for the last 
six years (Mintel Marketing Intelligence, 2007). This is largely due to products being 
made more cheaply in Asia. There are, however, still a huge number of consumers 
spending substantial amounts of money; 22% of them spending between £100 and 
£150 in a sports/outdoor shop on shoes (Mintel Marketing Intelligence, 2008). 
 
It is clearly identified that the sports footwear market is large. Supporting this fact, in a 
survey conducted in the United Kingdom; (Mintel Marketing Intelligence, 2007) 41.8% 
of 25,000 adults, asked, had bought sports footwear in the past year. It has not been 
possible to locate specific information on sales of running shoes in the United 
Kingdom, so in the following section sales information from the United States is 
examined. 
 
3.3.2 Running Shoe Sales 
It is estimated that in the United States alone over 92 million pairs of adult running 
shoes were sold in 2008 (see Table 3.2). That is the equivalent of nearly one third of 
the American population buying a pair (Central Intelligence Agency, 2008), and over 26 
million more pairs than low performance footwear, the second largest selling category.  
 
 
Total POS  
May 2008 
Forecasted 
Annual POS*  
Forecasted Annual 
Sales US 
Average Price 
Sale 
Forecasted No. 
Of Units Sold 
Running Shoes          
$201,117,600 $2,413,411,200 $5,363,136,000 $58.19 92,165,939  
     Basketball Shoes     
$109,164,200  $1,309,970,400 $2,911,045,333 $70.17 41,485,611 
     Low Performance     
$104,877,800  $1,258,533,600 $2,796,741,333 $42.46 65,867,672 
*Accounts for approx 45% of the total athletic footwear US market 
 
Table 3.2 | Forecasted US point of sale (POS) figures for three different categories of athletic footwear 2008 
(adapted from NPD Group, 2008) 
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Adult running shoes sell at an average of $58.19 in the United States, which is the 
second highest average price of all sports footwear, trailing behind basketball shoes 
that sell at an average of $70.17. With over 40% more total sales than basketball 
shoes, running shoes are clearly the largest selling category. This defines the running 
shoe market as the major market in the sports footwear category. 
 
3.3.3 Sales of Different Types of Running Shoes 
New Balance, the sportswear company, divides their running shoe sales into three 
different categories; performance running (stability, cushioning and track shoes), trail 
and running classics (old shoes reissued for fashion purposes). Sales data are provided 
from February 2008 (see Table 3.3) and it shows that performance running shoes 
accounted for nearly 77% of all New Balance’s sales in the United States, an increase of 
over 15% on the previous year. Trail shoes sales dropped by over 40% during the same 
time period and running classics sales dropped by nearly 20%.  
 
CATEGORIES 
Sales 
Feb 2007 % Share 
Sales  
Feb 2008 % Share 
% Change 
07-08 
Performance Running $138,696,900 66.7 $160,370,500 76.9 15.6 
Trail $34,128,350 16.4 $19,663,590 9.4 -42.4 
Running Classics $35,010,300 16.8 $28,416,050 13.6 -18.8 
TOTAL RUNNING $207,835,550 100.0 $208,450,140 100.0 0.3 
 
Table 3.3 | New Balance’s monthly US Sales of Running Shoes, February 2007 and February 2008 (NPD 
Group, 2008) 
 
Performance running shoes sold for the most in this category, with an average price of 
$61.14. Running classics average price was $58.04 and trail shoes sold for substantially 
less at $48.26. This is nearly a $7 drop on the sale price for previous year. The other 
types of running shoes made small increases. The performance category accounted for 
over two-thirds of all of New Balance’s running shoe sales.  
 
These data, combined with the previous section demonstrate that performance 
running is one of the largest selling categories within the sports footwear market. As a 
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consequence, it was decided, that the service developed in this project should be, 
primarily, focused around performance running shoes.  
 
3.3.4 Sales of Different Type of Brands 
Nike are clearly the largest seller of running shoes in the United States with most 
recent figures showing a 57% share of the market with New Balance and Asics second 
and third (NPD Group, 2008), accounting for 13.1 and 11.2% of the market 
respectively. Adidas, Puma, Reebok and Sketchers complete the top seven with shares 
of 5.3, 3.1, 3.1 and 1.1%. Although Nike is the dominant market leader the other 
companies share the remainder of the market, consequently, if an innovative service 
was introduced it could make a market impact (Berger and Piller, 2003). 
 
3.4 The Use of Running Shoes 
People may assume that running shoes were used, primarily, for running and jogging; 
in the past five years they have been the fastest rising sports in the United Kingdom 
(Mintel Marketing Intelligence, 2011a). However, to develop a personalisation service 
based on this assumption may lose potential custom. The author could find little 
empirical data concerning the activities that running shoes are used for. In Stuhlfaut 
and Sullivan’s study (2007) 38% of the runners, running at least 2-3 times a week, use 
their running shoes for running only. 16% use them for working out at the gym and 
11% use them at work or school. They are also used for a range of other activities such 
as shopping (6.7%), fitness walking (5.2%), playing other sports (6.4%), attending social 
events (7.3%) and other activities (7.3%). Only a small percentage used them for hiking 
(0.6%). In another study (Branthwaite and Chockalingam, 2009) 47% of participants 
used their training shoes primarily for everyday wear, 23% to run in, 21% in the gym 
and 9% for a range of other activities. This reinforces the findings from the previous 
study, however, it is unknown how many of these training shoes could be classified as 
running shoes. These results demonstrate that running shoes are used for multiple 
different activities. 
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3.5 Running Shoe Related Injuries 
 Johnston et al. (2003) state that to minimise the risk of injury it is important when 
running to wear appropriate shoes. Limited evidence could be found to support this 
statement. One study shows that using worn running shoes may, for certain wearers, 
increase the injury risk (Taunton, Ryan, Clement et al., 2003). The benefits that running 
shoes deliver to wearers are also questioned. In a review of the literature relating to 
running shoe related injuries Richards, Magin and Callister (2009) found that there is 
no empirical evidence that cushioning and stability shoes reduce the risk of injury.  
Marti (1989) conducted a survey with over 5000 participants in a street race in Berne 
finding that there were no advantages as far as the reduction or prevention of running 
injuries to those wearing Adidas, Nike, Puma and Karhu shoes. It was found in the 
survey, however, that injuries were more frequent amongst runners wearing Karhu 
shoes. Runners who indicated no brand preference, presumably changing brands more 
frequently, were injured less frequently than those who did have a brand allegiance. 
The results of this survey also indicated that people with cheaper running shoes were 
injured less often than people with expensive shoes. This does not, however, prove 
that inexpensive running shoes are better: the runners with more expensive shoes may 
have paid more, hoping that the increased price delivers a shoe better equipped to 
prevent injury or because they are aware that they are injury prone. They also covered 
greater distances, increasing their injury risk. This information is also nearly 20 years 
old and running shoe design has evolved enormously in recent years.  
 
These data, although limited and dated, show that injury risk can be increased if 
people make inappropriate selections of shoes over an extended period of time. It is 
important that consumers receive good advice when purchasing running shoes. 
 
3.6 Where Consumers Purchase Running Shoes 
There are a variety of ways to purchase running shoes in the United Kingdom. Results 
from a survey (Mintel Marketing Intelligence, 2010a) indicate that 28% of participants 
purchased sporting goods (clothing, footwear, sports equipment) from JJB sports, 19% 
from Sportsworld and 19% from JD Sports, all high street sportswear chains. 22% of 
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participants purchased from the internet and 19% from specialist sports shops. When 
comparing similar studies from 2005 and 2008, the percentage of people using the 
internet to make purchases had nearly doubled (Mintel Marketing Intelligence, 2008) 
and in another survey, 23.7% of participants had purchased sports shoes using the 
internet in a 12 month period (Mintel Marketing Intelligence, 2009b). These studies 
demonstrate the internet as an important consideration when consumers purchase 
sporting goods. It is not, however, viewed by all as suitable for purchasing footwear; in 
Piller’s EUROShoE study (2002) only 10% of the 420 participants asked would consider 
purchasing shoes using the internet. Findings from concurrently conducted focus 
groups revealed that many consumers were hesitant to purchase shoes without being 
able to try them on or without receiving any advice from retail staff.  
 
There was also an increase in the percentage of participants purchasing shoes from 
specialist sports shops between 2005 to 2008 (Mintel Marketing Intelligence, 2008); 
however, over the last few years the number of shops has shrunk from 4000 to 1000 
(Mintel Marketing Intelligence, 2010a). This may be, in part, a consequence of people 
who use shops to try shoes on before purchasing them more cheaply on the internet 
(Mintel Marketing Intelligence, 2010b). The increase in the percentage of people 
purchasing sporting goods from specialists, despite a reduction in the overall number 
of stores suggests that their customers are more loyal. One explanation for this, from 
another study concerning all types of footwear (Mintel Marketing Intelligence, ibid.) 
may be that those who rate comfort as important when purchasing shoes tend to be 
more loyal to certain retailers.   
 
Focusing on running shoes, in a study carried out in 2007 with frequent runners (those 
who ran at least 2-3 times a week) over 42% of the 849 participants purchased shoes 
from a speciality running store, in comparison with 26% buying online (Stuhlfaut and 
Sullivan, 2007). The remaining 32% got their running shoes from either a standard 
retail shop, discount retailer, a contract as part of a running team, catalogues or other 
miscellaneous sources.  
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To inform their purchase decision the participants used a range of sources; the 
internet was used by over 25% and retail staff by just under 25%, with magazines and 
recommendations from friends accounting for just over 10% each. Other unspecified 
sources of information were used by nearly 13% of participants and over 8% bought 
without any advice. In results from another survey, 8% of participants stated that 
advice and support was important in deciding where they shopped for sporting goods 
(Mintel Marketing Intelligence, 2008). 18% of the participants were reluctant to 
purchase from the internet as they could not try the goods and another 17% got 
around this by trying the goods in store before purchasing them on the internet.  
 
It is clear that there is a sizeable group of people, especially those who run frequently, 
that prefer going to a speciality store rather than buying online; however, many may 
now also turn to the internet to get advice on which shoe to buy. This suggests that 
although runners may know which shoe they would like to buy before they enter a 
store they like to experience it to ensure that the shoe they are buying is suitable. On 
the basis of this evidence, when considering a personalisation service, it was 
important, at this stage, to not discount either an online or in store service.  
 
3.7 Running Shoe Selection Criteria 
Considering general footwear, a survey of 2,018 adults in the United Kingdom (see 
Figure 3.10) shows that the most important factor when they are purchasing footwear 
is comfort (69%), with over three times as many stating this by comparison with the 
next most important factor, having new shoes with a new outfit (22%). Shoes that 
won’t go out of fashion are next with 19%. Fair trade issues, appearance and the ability 
to update an old outfit each received 13%. Only a small percentage of consumers (6%) 
are looking for orthopaedic benefits as their main factor in footwear purchase. Results 
from another Mintel survey (2010b) of 1,767 adults who purchased shoes in the past 
year reinforce the importance of comfort with 1,074 (61%) of the participants stating 
that comfort was important to them, and 565 (32%) that style is important to them. 
Comfort is the biggest influence on many people when purchasing shoes but aesthetics 
are also of importance to the consumer.  
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Figure 3.10 | Influences on footwear purchases (adapted from Mintel Marketing Intelligence, 2007) 
 
Looking more specifically at running shoes, 4501 runners from various German running 
events were given an on-site survey that had the aim of understanding the most 
important aspects to them in running shoes, as well as any issues with footwear 
(Schubert et al., 2011). Functional aspects were considered the most important by 
participants: fit (49.6%), cushioning (24.8%) and comfort (15.8%) received the majority 
of the votes. 40% of the participants complained about specific aspects of their current 
footwear, with nearly half of the complaints relating to fit issues. In a 16km street race 
in Berne, Switzerland in 1984, 6,620 runners participating were given a survey to 
complete (Marti, 1989); of these, 5038 (76%) completed the survey, 91% of which 
were male. The study was biased towards young males, the average age of the males 
in the field was 33 years old, and regular runners, who would have trained to compete 
in this event, making it very relevant to this research. The participants were asked to 
rate eight different shoe selection criteria between 0 (not important) and 3 (very 
important). The results are presented in Table 3.4. Comfort and performance related 
aspects all rank higher than the more superficial aspects, such as appearance and use 
by a champion runner. The cost is also not considered to be very important when 
purchasing running shoes. These findings are supported by Collazzo’s study (1988) of 
consumer problems when shopping for footwear; size and fit were of far more 
importance to the 240 surveyed participants than fashion, price or quality.  
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CRITERIA 
Scale of 
Relative 
Value* 
1 Orthopedically correct construction of the running shoe 2.71 
2 Fit/comfort 2.65 
3 Slip-resistance/profile of sole 2.12 
4 Durability 1.88 
5 Low weight 1.53 
6 Cost 1.22 
7 Appearance (colour/model) 0.55 
8 Used by champion runners 0.38 
*Scale of relative value is from 0 (not important) to 3 (very important) 
 
Table 3.4 | 1984 Berne street race participants’ ranking of 8 shoe selection criteria (Marti, 1989) 
 
Stuhlfaut and Sullivan (2007) surveyed nearly 900 people, all frequent runners (running 
over 40 miles a week), over four weeks. During one week, 210 of the participants were 
asked to rate how fashionable they needed their shoes to be on a seven-point likert 
scale (1 - I don’t care how they look, 7 - very fashionable). 62% of participants were not 
very interested in how fashionable their running shoes were; all gave a score of three 
or less. Of all participants involved, nearly a fifth of the males, 18.2%, and just over a 
quarter of the females, 26.5%, had bought running shoes solely for fashion purposes 
before.  
 
This research is limited; however it does show that comfort and performance issues 
are a consistent influence on many consumers’ running shoe purchase while aesthetics 
appears to be less important. For a service offering personalised running shoes, the 
functional aspects of the shoes needs to be of high importance. 
 
3.8 Current Running Shoe Personalisation 
Consumers can currently personalise sports footwear using a variety of different 
methods (see Table 3.5). Not all of these methods are applicable for running shoes. 
These are explored in the following section. 
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PERSONALISATION 
AREA OF FOCUS EXAMPLES STAGE TYPE 
POINT OF SALE 
/AFTER SALE 
Orthotics 
Comfort, Injury 
Prevention 
Pro-Fit, TalarMade  
Insoles Comfort Boots, Orthaheel, Scholl 
Painting Aesthetics Adidas, Converse 
BEFORE SALE 
Internet Services 
Aesthetics, Comfort, 
Performance 
Converse, FootJoy, Keds, New 
Balance, Nike, Reebok, Vans 
In store 
Aesthetics, Comfort, 
Performance 
Nike 
 
Table 3.5 | Current sports footwear personalisation methods 
 
3.8.1 Point of Sale and After Sale Personalisation 
Foot orthotics are prescribed by clinical professionals (chiropodists and podiatrists) to 
correct an abnormal or irregular walking pattern, or gait, usually attributed to 
excessive prontation or supination (see Section 3.2.1). This can also result in reduced 
pain in a variety of other areas, such as the knee, hips and pelvis, by restoring normal 
alignment to the entire lower limb (Kilmartin and Wallace, 1994). The orthotic itself 
(see Figure 3.11) is an insert that is placed in the user’s shoe. There are a wide range of 
orthotics from standard pre-made ones, produced by companies such as TalarMade 
(2011) to custom ones, where the design is dependent on the user’s prescription, 
produced by companies such as Pro-Fit Technologies (2011).  
 
A survey of nearly 200 frequent runners (running 2 to 3 times a week) by Stuhlfaut and 
Sullivan (2007) found that 15% of the participants, all frequent runners, wore some 
type of orthotic. Approximately 10% of people who are used to test New Balance’s 
new shoes (Babb, 2008) wear some type of orthotic. Although this information is 
biased towards frequent runners, it shows that the orthotic is an important aspect of 
the running shoe market and helps to validate that comfort and support are important 
considerations for many when purchasing running shoes.  
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Figure 3.11 | Orthotics produced by Footlogics (Footlogics UK Ltd., 2011) 
 
 
Insoles are non-prescribed inserts for shoes that can be purchased from many high-
street stores. They are produced by a variety of companies such as Scholl (see Figure 
3.12), Boots and Orthaheel. Insoles are primarily designed for two reasons; to improve 
comfort or to remove odours. The author was unable to quantify the popularity of 
insoles; they range greatly in quality and function and are sold in a variety of stores. 
 
 
Figure 3.12 | A Scholl ‘Massaging Gel’ Insole (Dr Scholl’s, 2011) 
 
Somnio have introduced a range of shoes that come with a different inserts to tailor 
their comfort and performance, changing the cushioning level of the shoe and arch 
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height of the insole (see Figure 3.13). The suitable inserts can be selected by following 
a four-step process online or by finding a store that stocks the shoes and having them 
fitted. There are three options for four different components, offering, in theory the 
potential for better fitting running shoes than is available with standard footwear, 
although it is likely, with the variations in fit, support and cushioning across different 
brands that a more suitable model may be found amongst standard ranges.  The major 
benefit of these products is that the user can have a different configuration for each 
foot, accommodating their biomechanical differences (Munro, Miller and Fuglevand, 
1987). As they were only introduced in 2009, limited feedback could be found on the 
effectiveness of this brand’s footwear; one sports magazine (Competitor Group, 2011) 
review stated that the shoes were popular with triathletes and marathon runners 
because of the customisation option. Another felt the shoes were too bulky, perhaps a 
consequence of the number of additional components (The Minimalist Runner, 2010). 
One concern was that, on visiting three different stores to get shoes fitted, one runner 
was recommended a different configuration each time (Runner’s World, 2010). This, in 
addition with the fact that the runner can change their configuration after they’ve 
purchased their shoes, perhaps highlights issues with the suitability for the mass 
market and people that potentially do not know what they need to run in. However, 
the introduction of products such as these evidence the importance of comfort and 
performance to those purchasing running shoes.  
 
 
 
Figure 3.13 | The Somnio Runaissance shoe 2.0 and various inserts (Competitor Group, 2009) 
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3.8.1.1 Painting 
People have been painting shoes for a long time. In the mid 1970s in the United 
Kingdom, people would often paint their boots, matching the DIY ethos of the 
emerging punk music scene. In 1983 this concept reached the mainstream when 
Adidas released the Adicolor; a low performance shoe that came with a set of six 
different acrylic paints, paintbrushes, and a wooden palette. In 2005 Adidas re-
released the shoe, although this time, only versions produced by a selected few artists 
were available for purchase (see Figure 3.14). This may have been because Adidas did 
not want their brand reputation damaged by consumers personalising shoes to their 
own taste (Berger and Piller, 2003). Converse have also offered a painting service as an 
additional, charged, service at festivals (see Figure 3.15). This image was taken at the 
Converse Compound, at Lowlands Festival 2008, Amsterdam, where trained graphic 
designers were personalising Converse trainers for consumers. It appears that this type 
of personalisation will remain a niche market, it has been possible for a long period of 
time but has never become commonplace. 
 
 
 
Figure 3.14 | A version of the 2005 Adicolor release (Wikipedia, 2007) 
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Figure 3.15 | Shoes being painted at the Converse Compound, Lowlands Festival  
 
3.8.2 Before Sale personalisation 
A large number of sports footwear brands offer a personalisation service where the 
consumer can tailor his or her desired footwear from a range of options. All of these 
services can be completed over the internet and with Nike and Adidas the consumer 
can visit stores for a different experience. Presented in Table 3.6 is a summary of the 
ten sports footwear services currently available, Appendix A contains further details.  
3.8.2.1 Shoe Choice  
Nike offers the greatest choice of sports footwear, with 116 different shoes available 
for customisation (the 33 offered by Converse and 32 by Adidas being the next highest 
figures after this), while K-Swiss and New Balance offer only two and one shoe 
respectively. Nike offer more shoes for men than women, as do Adidas, Reebok and 
Footjoy, with the others all offering primarily unisex styles. Nike also cover the largest 
spectrum of different sports activities (8) as well, with Adidas the next closest (7). 
Converse, Keds, Reebok and Vans offer predominately low performance shoes. 
Focusing specifically on stability and cushioning running shoes, only four companies 
provide models for personalisation: Nike (9) Adidas (4), Hersey (3) and Reebok (1). For 
track and trail shoes there are even less options, Nike offer one track shoe and two 
shoes that can be configured for use on trails, Adidas offer one trail running shoe.  
CHAPTER 3 | RUNNING SHOES 
67 
 
T
a
b
le
 3
.6
 | 
C
u
rr
e
n
t 
sp
o
rt
s 
fo
o
tw
e
a
r 
p
e
rs
o
n
a
li
sa
ti
o
n
 s
e
rv
ic
e
s 
 
68 
3.8.2.2 Personalisation Type 
Nearly all of the services place an emphasis on the aesthetic aspect of personalisation; 
currently only Hersey focus on comfort and performance. Initially Mi Adidas was 
comfort and performance focused; however, the author feels that this may have had 
more to do with marketing than a well-delivered service; the core personalisation was 
still rooted in aesthetic choices (Yessin, 2008). 
 
Most of the companies look to appeal to as many people as possible with many shoes 
offering in excess of a trillion potential aesthetic combinations: colours, patterns and 
different materials all available for selection. Nike and Adidas adopt this approach for 
their low performance footwear (see Figure 3.16) but limit the possibilities for some of 
their performance footwear. New Balance’s single shoe has many potential 
combinations, however the colour palette is restricted, focusing on red and blue. 
These limitations may be for multiple reasons, for example, ensuring the shoe can be 
manufactured within the company’s capabilities or because the they do not want their 
brand value diluted by consumers producing shoes with unconventional colour 
selections (Berger and Piller, 2003). 
 
An interesting development in footwear personalisation is the service that Keds offers. 
While they only offer a modest range of shoes to choose from: three for women and 
two for men, the level of aesthetic personalisation that the user can carry out is far in 
excess of anything other companies offer. Users can upload their own personal images 
(see Figure 3.17) and large amounts of text in several locations on the shoe, with 
extreme flexibility. In addition to this colours and patterns can still be added. The 
outcomes are potentially endless and it affords the user greater artistic opportunity 
with their shoes than other companies, allowing for truly unique results.   
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Figure 3.16 | Selecting colours using the NikeiD service (Nike, 2011a) 
 
 
 
 
Figure 3.17 | Photos displayed on a shoe using ‘Keds Studio’ service (Keds, 2011) 
 
Herseys are the only company which offer comfort and performance options beyond 
those which are found in standard footwear. They require consumers to measure their 
foot so a last can be made, ensuring they receive a better fit. They also offer a series of 
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options such as different midsoles, uppers and wear plugs. Nike and Adidas provide 
generic sized shoes and options, which include standard outsole and upper choices, 
and different types of sockliner. One interesting option offered by Nike is the ability to 
‘convert’ a road shoe into a trail shoe by selecting a different outsole (see Figure 3.18). 
The consumer can also select from different uppers, allowing them to choose between 
a lightweight open mesh upper or a heavier Gore-Tex one that protects their foot from 
the elements.  
 
 
Figure 3.18 | Selecting the trail outsole using NikeiD converts a standard running shoe 
into a trail ready shoe (Nike, 2011a)  
 
3.8.2.3 Toolkit Designs 
All of the toolkits are web based and almost all of them are built using flash with the 
exception of Hersey’s which, maintaining the services homemade feel, is HTML. The 
quality and style of the toolkits vary widely. 
 
The personalisation method is similar for most of the services, aside from Hersey. 
Users are presented with a model of the shoe and a corresponding list of components, 
each with a range of choices (see Figure 3.19). Depending on the service, users can 
make these selections by choosing from the list, directly manipulating the shoe, or a 
combination of both.  
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Figure 3.19 | The YourReebok toolkit with the shoe and personalisable components 
listed to the right (Reebok, 2011) 
 
The majority of the toolkits are designed to be in keeping with their main company 
homepage and are easy to navigate restricting the user from progressing to the 
payment stage until they’ve considered selections for each component. Some of the 
systems are less intuitive than others: Adidas’s hides the personalisation options 
beneath two layers of poor diagrams (see Figure 3.20); K-Swiss duplicates the list of 
aesthetic options in two locations on the screen, leaving the user confused. 
 
With some of the services, to increase the users’ level of personalisation, they can add 
personal characters to the shoe. Nike and Converse sites provide a notice stating that 
these may be displayed inaccurately however it is not easy to locate this notice. Other 
services do not offer such advice, which may be an issue if the shoe delivered doesn’t 
match the customer’s expectations. 
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Figure 3.20 | The toolkit for the Mi Adidas service features difficult to decipher 
diagrams which may make the personalisation process frustrating (Adidas, 2011) 
 
Nike and FootJoy provide a little information relating to the performance and features 
of the shoes; however, the other sites are light on information with the emphasis 
placed heavily on the personalisation possibilities. Focusing on the available running 
shoes for personalisation, no information is listed relating to their appropriateness for 
particular activities or running styles. 
 
The majority of the toolkits facilitate social design by offering a variety of ways for the 
consumer to share their shoe designs with peers; e-mail, Facebook links, galleries etc, 
helping them to increase confidence in their decisions. Some services e.g. Nike, offer 
this to a greater extent than others. Adidas, Footjoy and New Balance do not provide 
these services. 
 
Hersey’s toolkit is different from the others, focusing on comfort and performance 
with an informative, text focused service. The user is asked to select options from a list 
and to take measurements following a guide on the screen. Once completed the user 
then has to physically mail a web printout of their selections to the company or scan it 
and attach it to an e-mail; old-fashioned procedures that probably contribute to the 
extended delivery times.  
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None of the services toolkits are primarily store based. The Mi Adidas service was 
introduced as an in store comfort and performance based service. From Yessin’s 
experience (2008), there was no reason the service could not be web based: 
consumers are unable to tailor the fit to a greater degree than with standard footwear. 
Perhaps Adidas believed the set up of the in store service differentiated them from 
everyone else and allowed them to capture their target market and charge a higher 
price premium. 
 
3.8.2.4 Availability 
Nike, Footjoy, Adidas and Reebok offer their service to several countries, Nike also 
maintains a presence of stores around the world while Adidas have their own in store 
services at a number of flagship locations. In addition, certain specialist sportswear 
retailers also offer the Mi Adidas service, for example, the Sweatshop chain in the 
United Kingdom. The other companies either offer the service just to the United States 
or the shoes can be ordered internationally with a premium to be paid on the shipping. 
 
3.8.2.5 Price and Delivery 
The currency that every service trades in is dollars so comparisons are made using this 
currency. Converse, Vans and Keds offer the least expensive shoes starting at $58 to 
$60 but these are canvas low performance shoes, on average cheaper than running 
shoes (NPD Group, 2008). Adidas, Nike and New Balance all start at higher prices ($85, 
$90 and $115 respectively). Footjoy and Hersey’s cheapest products have an even 
higher price ($140 and $185); in the case of Footjoy this may be in part due to the 
specialist nature of the footwear, golf shoes, and for Hersey, the handcrafted approach 
they adpot. Reebok’s pricing method differs from the rest of the services; the price of 
the shoe increases dependent on user selections e.g. if they select coloured stitching, 
they are charged $5 more. If the user takes advantage of all of the different options 
available they could be charged up to $20 extra.  
 
74 
Comparing the price of the products with standard equivalents gives an insight to the 
premium charged for before sale personalisation. Nike’s service, NikeiD offers men six 
sports footwear models for personalisation that can also be purchased as standard, 
with no alteration. The premium paid on each of these shoes is either $25 or $35 in the 
United States, a percentage increase of between 21 and 35%. If using the service in the 
United Kingdom, four of these models are available for personalisation. The premiums 
charged in the United Kingdom range between £18 and £25, which translate to 
percentage increases of between 21 and 28%. Mi Adidas, Adidas’s service, offers four 
running shoes for personalisation that the consumer can also purchase a standard 
version of.  In the United States between $20 and $35 is charged as a premium, which 
translates to increases of between 15 and 28%. In the United Kingdom there is a 
greater premium charged for the same four models, between £28 and £53; a 
percentage increase of between 25 and 40%.  
 
New Balance offer the fastest delivery of between 4 and 10 days from the order being 
placed, enabled by the small scale of the offering (they only offer one model with 
limited choices) and domestic shipping (the service is restricted to the United States 
only). Hersey is a small company that produce on a low scale and therefore the 
customer pays a premium and the delivery time is considerably longer. Vans and K-
Swiss’s delivery times are lengthy considering the limited options they provide. The 
standard quoted delivery time is around four weeks. 
 
Looking at most of the companies it appears that the best value for money is certainly 
in the United States; many of the companies offer versions of the services in other 
parts of the world with a higher price premium or a lengthy, expensive delivery service. 
 
3.8.2.6 Target Market  
The author could find limited literature on the target market of these services. Yessin 
(2008) and Nordin (2011) believe that the aesthetically orientated Nike service is 
targeted towards a younger market than the Mi Adidas service, with its heritage in 
comfort and performance, intended for older consumers. With the services based 
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predominately on the internet, offering aesthetic personalisation of low performance 
footwear, it could be suggested that they are focusing on the younger leisure market. 
Hersey’s service is an exception, concentrating on those uninterested in aesthetics and 
happy to invest in quality comfort and performance. Piller (2002) hypothesises that 
those aged between 25 and 40 years old are most likely to be receptive to footwear 
personalisation.  
 
3.8.3 Summary 
There is a wide range of competition within the personalised sports footwear market 
at the moment, especially in the United States. It is clear that the main focus is on 
aesthetic low performance shoes and there have only been limited ventures into the 
comfort and performance market, most specifically by Adidas and the antiquated 
Hersey. Hersey’s size makes them an option for someone who has a lot of patience and 
money, however, they do not cater for the mass market. Behind all of Adidas’s 
marketing there appeared to be an unremarkable service that could easily be web-
based, and now is. For wearers of running shoes who desire an improvement in their 
comfort and performance, seeking after-sale products e.g. orthotics and insoles appear 
to be the best option; the Somnio shoes allow independent fitting for consumers’ feet 
but provide little other benefit that cannot be found amongst standard footwear. Nike 
offers the option of combining different components of shoes for different conditions; 
but provides limited information to help consumers with their decisions. To deliver a 
service with more in-depth comfort and performance options, an in store experience 
(see Section 3.6) may be required; consumers can check that the footwear fits and 
performs as desired and it would potentially enable the provider to charge a higher 
premium (see Section 2.7).   
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3.9 Consumer Interest in Personalised Running Shoes  
In the United Kingdom, from 2005 to 2009, there has been an increase of 1.7 million 
participants running at least once a month (Mintel Marketing Intelligence, 2009a). 
Over 4.3 million people ran at least once a month in 2009, with 2.1 million of these 
running at least once a week (Mintel Marketing Intelligence, 2009c). Jogging has also 
seen a large increase from 4.2 million participants to 6.8 million in 2009 and 78% of the 
population are estimated to walk for fitness (Mintel Marketing Intelligence, 2009a). 
Many of these people will be wearing running shoes and all are potential wearers. In 
the United States there has been a 30% rise in the number of people running from 
2000 to 2007, a 19.5% increase in those walking for fitness and a 34.3% increase in 
those using a treadmill (SGMA, 2008). These figures all show an increase in sports 
participation related to running shoes; this does not mean, however, that those 
involved will necessarily have an interest in personalised footwear. 
 
Franke and Shah (2003), when investigating the interest in personalisation, found that 
from a sample of 197 athletes, spread across four different disciplines (sailplaners, 
snowboarders, canyoning athletes and handicapped cyclists), 32% had modified their 
own equipment or built new products to satisfy their sporting needs. This 
demonstrates an interest by certain athletes in the personalisation of sports 
equipment. They are all quite extreme sports, though. 
 
The EUROShoE study (Piller, 2002) focused on everyday shoes in four countries; 
Germany, Italy, Spain and the United Kingdom. Figure 3.21 shows the aggregated 
interest in customised shoes for all four countries. The participants’ interest levels 
were measured using a seven-point likert scale. The results show that 41% of women 
and 31% of men are very interested in customisation of shoes, as opposed to 33% of 
women and 28% of men who rejected the idea. There were fewer people who were 
undecided. This level of interest may be a consequence of the difficulties many of the 
participants experienced finding suitable shoes from standard footwear: 61.7% of the 
420 participants could not find the exact design they wanted and 51.1 % experienced 
difficulties in finding footwear that fitted appropriately.  
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Figure 3.21 | Consumer interest in customised footwear on a scale from 1, very 
interested, to 7, not interested (Piller, 2002) 
 
The attitudes of consumers toward personalisation varied greatly, dependent upon 
gender and country. There was a significantly higher interest in northern Europe 
(Germany and the United Kingdom) than southern Europe (Italy and Spain). Expert 
interviews demonstrated that in Italy there was a wider variety of footwear so the 
desire and interest in altering models is possibly reduced. Additionally, customised 
shoes were not viewed as fashion items, and in southern Europe consumers were 
much more fashion conscious, leading to a higher rejection of customisation.  
 
In all of the countries, women seemed to be more interested in customisation of 
footwear than men. From the expert interviews it was found that this could be a 
consequence of men only buying shoes when they need them, and therefore not being 
prepared to wait for the customised shoes to be delivered. Women also encounter 
more difficulties than men in relation to fit and comfort of their shoes (Luximon, 
Goonetillek and Tsui, 2003), possibly necessitating a need for customised shoes.  
 
An exploratory estimation of the potential market volume for customised shoes was 
made (see Table 3.7) for these four countries, based on the results of the EUROShoE 
study. While over 100 million pairs per annum is most probably a vastly inflated figure 
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biased towards younger consumers (25 to 40 years old), it shows there is potentially a 
large demand for footwear tailored to individuals.  
 
COUNTRY 
Market volume for mass customised shoes 
(million pairs per annum) Pairs of shoes sold 
(million pairs p.a.) Male Female TOTAL 
Germany 12.3 32.8 45.1 326.3 
UK 11.2 29.2 40.4 315 
Italy 2.2 10.2 12.4 216.5 
Spain 2.2 4.8 7.0 133.8 
 
Table 3.7 | Potential market volume for customised shoes (adapted from Piller, 2002) 
 
A survey published in 2007 (Stuhlfaut and Sullivan), which focused on running shoes, 
found that, out of 196 frequent runners (men ran an average of 42.58 miles a week 
whilst the woman ran 29.57 miles), 15% used orthotics prescribed by a doctor with a 
further 6% buying insoles. Although the sample is relatively small and located primarily 
in the United States, a fifth of all participants requiring some sort of physical 
personalisation to their running shoes is quite a high percentage. These data are 
supported by another finding from the study, of the overall 849 participants, 32.3% of 
female and 17.5% of male participants reported knee problems while running. A range 
of other injuries were reported by participants that could also be related to 
inappropriate footwear (Johnston et al., 2003). From the 21,326 runners who either 
test or applied to test shoes for New Balance, 2613, 12%, wear either orthotics or 
insoles (Babb, 2008). This, although a slightly lower percentage than the first survey, is 
still a large amount of people that are currently having to personalise the function of 
their footwear. These studies demonstrate an interest, and in certain cases, a need, for 
sports footwear personalisation.  
 
As described in the personalisation literature review (see Section 2.9), it is difficult to 
establish a demand for a product of which the general public are quite likely unaware; 
sales figures are difficult to obtain for current personalisation services, making it more 
difficult to predict potential interest.  
CHAPTER 3 | RUNNING SHOES 
79 
3.10 Consumers Willingness to Pay for Personalised Running Shoes 
Assessing consumers’ willingness to pay (WTP) for personalised footwear when 
compared to standard equivalent shoes provides an indication of the level of interest 
in footwear personalisation. The EUROShoE data (Piller, 2002) show that the majority 
of consumers interviewed were willing to pay between 10 and 30% more for 
personalised formal and casual shoes, although participants were less inclined to pay a 
premium for personalising the colours than the fit. A separate online questionnaire 
among 600 young consumers (Piller and Müller, 2004) found an even greater 
willingness to pay for personalised footwear.  
 
Data concerning consumers’ WTP for sports footwear personalisation is very limited.  
As detailed in the previous chapter (see Section 2.8), Merle et al. (2010) found in their 
study that 42.9% of their participants were willing to pay the premium for the 
aesthetic based personalisation provided by the NikeiD service. This leaves a large 
percentage that were unwilling or unsure as to whether they would be willing to pay 
the premium. 
 
These studies suggest that, if the right options are offered, there will be consumers 
willing to pay the premium for personalised running shoes. Current research indicates 
that many are not willing to pay for aesthetic personalisation, though the number of 
services offering sports footwear personalisation (see Section 3.8) suggests that there 
is still a sizeable market. There is a need for more empirical data to be collected in this 
area with an emphasis on running shoes.  
 
3.11 Consumer Attitudes towards Current Footwear 
Personalisation 
Little consumer feedback was uncovered concerning running shoe personalisation. In 
this section the focus is on feedback from consumers for both online and in store 
sports footwear personalisation services.  
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3.11.1 Online  
Yessin (2008) recruited three participants who reviewed two of the current sports 
footwear personalisation services: NikeiD and Reebok Custom, the latter now re-
branded as YourReebok. The participants had never personalised a product before and 
each received a $50 payment, allowing them to purchase their own footwear, 
providing a more thorough review of the services. One of the participants took six 
hours to personalise their footwear demonstrating the effort invested. 
 
The Nike service was used by two of the three participants because of their allegiance 
to the brand. The remaining participant started with the now discontinued Puma 
Mongolian Shoe BBQ service but switched to the Reebok service because the Puma 
site was very slow. Outlined below are the main problems the participants 
encountered: 
- Flawed user interface: participants encountered problems with the usability of 
the websites 
- No advice on their colour/material decisions: participants had to contact 
friends/family, for advice regarding their design decisions 
- Not enough/too much choice: different aspects of the services offered 
inappropriate levels of choice 
- No tactile feedback: participants were unable to feel what the shoe/material 
choices would be like 
- Poor/inaccurate shoe preview image: finished shoes were not as displayed. 
Participants could not visualize shoes as desired 
- Minimal/inappropriate contact during wait for delivery: participants received 
little contact, of a detached tone, whilst waiting to receive their footwear, with 
statements such as ‘All sales are final’ 
- Poor delivery system: Nike’s delivery service did not require a signature 
resulting in one participant never receiving his footwear. 
 
These problems served to reduce consumers’ confidence in the services and minimise 
the likelihood of purchase. Additionally, the consumers were made to feel insecure 
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after they had committed to purchase, reducing the possibility of them utilising the 
services again. The user interface issues should have been avoided; Jordan suggests 
that when people encounter a usable product they are no longer pleasantly surprised, 
it is expected (2000). Yessin provides potential solutions to another of the identified 
problems; providing advice to support colour/material decisions with either a colour 
wheel such as Adobe’s Kuler website (see Figure 3.22) or a design expert that can be 
contacted using an instant messaging service. An in store experience was the most 
feasible way, Yessin believed, of remedying some of the above issues: it would enable 
consumers to visualise their shoes more effectively, receive advice and, most 
importantly, try shoes on before committing to purchase, reducing their insecurities. 
 
 
Figure 3.22 | Adobe Kuler; a tool for selecting colour schemes (Adobe Systems, 2008) 
 
Giebelhausen and Lawson (2010) explored six ‘sneakerheads’ opinions of the Nike and 
Reebok services. Sneakerheads are defined as those who are passionate about shoes, 
collecting them and using them as a fashion accessory. The participants were 
interviewed for an hour about these personalisation services using the Zaltman 
Metaphor Elicitation Technique; participants had to gather images that related to their 
thoughts and feelings of the above services.  
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The main value of the services to the participants was that they could express 
themselves by producing a unique shoe that nobody else had, some viewed this as a 
form of art and they were happy when other people would look or comment on the 
shoes produced using the service. Participants from another study focused on the 
NikeiD service (Merle et al., 2010) echoed this opinion. 
 
Participants wanted more personalisation options: more colours, more shoes and 
more innovation. They wanted to be able to do more than just select from discrete 
colours to apply to discrete regions of the shoe, suggesting the idea of selecting any 
colour or any part of the shoe, similar to participants in Yessin’s study (2008), and 
adding images to the shoe, possible with the Keds service. Some were concerned that 
people may view their shoes as fake, not coming in recognisable brand colour 
schemes. New Balance have tried to avoid this by providing only a limited colour 
palette to select from. 
 
An interesting point is that the participants considered the act of personalising the 
shoe as fun and would, in some instances, just go on the site to play with the toolkit, 
experimenting with different colours and shoes. This was also found in the study by 
Merle et al. (2010). These studies provide a useful indication of what people think 
about the current services and how they may be improved although it is heavily biased 
towards aesthetic personalisation by passionate individuals.  
 
3.11.2 In store Experience 
3.11.2.1 Adidas  
When visiting in 2008, Yessin was surprised by the technology utilised by the Mi Adidas 
service; she believed it would be more advanced, considering it was labelled as, 
primarily, a comfort and performance service. She also felt that the service was poorly 
advertised and did not provide value for money; the shoes were nearly double the 
price of the standard mass produced equivalents, yet consumers were unable to tailor 
the fit to a greater degree.  
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3.11.2.2 Puma 
There were differing opinions regarding the Puma Mongolian Shoe BBQ service but 
they were largely negative; the toolkit was out of order when Yessin (2008) visited the 
store so a detailed analysis was not completed. Herd (Herd et al., 2007) felt it was well 
designed to encourage use and conversation, though the ease with which the toolkit’s 
stand was left in disarray (there were loose material samples available) lessened the 
experience for subsequent users. Yessin (2008) believed that the self-service system 
resulted in a lack of warmth in the service. However, she liked the fact that she was 
able to feel the different material swatches; the tactile element improving her 
experience. Herd (2007) concurred, though felt some of the swatches were 
unrepresentative of the final product. Additionally, the service was found to be 
unintuitive and disappointingly absent of memorabilia: she did not even receive an 
image of the product to show family/friends. The lack of contact during the wait for 
the shoes to be delivered was equally dissatisfying, leaving her not wanting to share 
her experience with others. 
 
3.11.2.3 Nike 
Yessin found the NikeiD service a more positive experience (2008). The advance 
booking of an appointment ensured they would receive 45 minutes with staff who 
were trained in colour choices, allowing plenty of time and increasing confidence in 
decision making. The service was also exclusive; there are very few of these stores 
worldwide and they were able to personalise shoes that could not be purchased 
online. The provision of a business card with the chosen design printed on it enhanced 
the experience, giving the consumer something that they were able to show to 
friends/family during the wait for delivery of their shoes.  
 
Although these reviews of the current services are not substantial they do provide in 
depth experience of the retailers’ offerings. It appears that for some aspects of the 
service the consumer desires more physical interaction during the design process. 
More advice on design choices would minimise consumer insecurities and an accurate 
preview of the final product is desirable. Maintaining contact with the consumer 
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during the wait for their shoes to be delivered appears to be something that some of 
the services struggle with; this is important to facilitate a bond and reassure the 
consumer. Frequent issues were also discovered with the toolkits, some aspects were 
not intuitive, something that is essential for an internet based service where no help is 
available. If a service is implemented effectively then it can provide an enjoyable 
experience, something that is essential to encouraging consumer use and allowing 
them to express their individuality. To deliver an effective personalisation service 
further research of the current services and how to deliver an enjoyable experience is 
necessary. 
 
3.12 Summary 
Running shoes are the largest selling types of shoe within the sports footwear market, 
there are only four primary variations: cushioning, stability, track and trail. For some, 
these choices do not deliver the comfort and performance required, the most 
important factors to many when purchasing running shoes, and, as a consequence, 
they seek out products such as orthotics or insoles to improve their footwear’s 
properties. With current sports footwear personalisation services focusing primarily on 
aesthetic personalisation of low performance shoes there appears to be an 
opportunity to implement a personalisation service to capitalise on this desire for 
comfortable, suitable running shoes.  
 
If a service is implemented effectively, research indicates that the right consumer will 
be willing to pay a premium. To deliver such as service, research was required into how 
to deliver an effective retail experience; studies suggest that creating a fun service can 
encourage consumer use and foster product attachment. The current services are 
based predominantly online, a sales channel of increasing importance, however, data 
of consumers’ running shoe purchase habits suggests that many may prefer an in store 
experience: facilitating a tactile experience and increasing their confidence in their 
decisions. Feedback from users of current services toolkits have highlighted issues 
including: inappropriate aesthetics options, lack of support and basic usability errors, 
these should be avoided. 
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3.13 Conclusions 
Considering the objectives defined in the introduction chapter, the following 
conclusions can be drawn from this review of the state of art with the running shoe 
market and its current relationship with personalisation. 
- Running shoes are the largest selling type of sports footwear 
- Consumers value functional characteristics ahead of style when purchasing 
running shoes  
- Running shoes are purchased from a variety of sources, most consumers 
prefer to try them on before purchasing 
- Running shoes are used primarily for running but could be considered 
somewhat of a multi-purpose shoe 
- There is limited choice for those wishing to personalise running shoes 
- The personalisation offered is primarily aesthetic and based online 
- To increase confidence in their decisions, consumers desire more support 
when personalising footwear 
- Implementing an enjoyable personalisation service can encourage 
consumer use. 
Findings in this chapter are based, in many instances, on limited or dated information, 
further research into several areas including: consumers’ willingness to pay, running 
shoe use and purchase influences is required.  
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4.1 Chapter Overview 
In this chapter the important factors required to stage an effective consumer 
personalisation experience are explored. How experiences are defined and delivered 
and the ways in which consumer choice is influenced with a retail environment are 
investigated. The development of toolkits, the primary tool utilised to deliver 
consumer experiences in current personalisation services, is detailed and the 
requirements for implementing an effective retail personalisation experience are 
defined. 
 
4.2 Exploring Consumer Experiences  
Pine and Gilmore (1998, p.97) claim that experiences are the next step in the 
‘progression of economic value’ (see Figure 4.1). In other words, experiences can be 
used as a way of differentiating between similar services. The example provided is that 
of a taxi driver who served sandwiches, drinks and even sang for his passengers. One 
passenger was enjoying the experience so much that he asked the taxi driver to drive 
around the block again, paying more for what may be perceived as a poorer service; 
the taxi took longer to deliver him to his desired location. This demonstrates the 
importance of staging an effective experience for the consumer.  
 
 
Figure 4.1 | The progression of economic value (Pine and Gilmore, 1998) 
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Forlizzi and Battarbee (2004) provide three types of experience (see Table 4.1). 
Experience; anything we do often without thinking about it, e.g. walking in a park. An 
experience is something more defined, with a clear start and finish. This can often 
change the person who experiences it. Examples include riding a rollercoaster or 
watching a movie. Co-experience is when a user shares his or her experience with 
someone else. An example of this is having a day trip with friends; however, not 
everyone involved will have the same experience. 
 
EXPERIENCE TYPE DESCRIPTION EXAMPLE 
EXPERIENCE 
Constant stream of "self-
talk" that happens when we 
interact with products 
- Walking in a park 
- Doing light housekeeping 
- Using instant messaging system 
AN EXPERIENCE 
Can be articulated or 
named; has a beginning and 
end; inspires behavioural 
and emotional change 
- Going on a roller coaster ride 
- Watching a movie 
- Discovering an online community or interest 
CO-EXPERIENCE 
Creating meaning and 
emotion together through 
product use 
- Interacting with others with a museum exhibit 
- Commenting on a friend's remodelled kitchen 
- Playing a mobile messaging game with friends 
 
Table 4.1 | Types of experience (Forlizzi and Battarbee, 2004) 
 
Forlizzi (1997) explored the quality of these experiences, defining two important two 
types of experiences: satisfying and rich. A satisfying experience is a process-driven act 
that is performed in a successful manner. Examples of satisfying experiences include 
simple actions: using a teapot to pour a cup of tea or opening a door by turning the 
handle and more complex acts: buying a book online or preparing a meal. A rich 
experience may consist of several satisfying experiences combined to create one 
immersive continuous experience. Some of the previously mentioned satisfying 
experiences can form part of rich co-experiences, pouring tea for a group of friends at 
a social gathering or preparing a special meal for a partner. Another example of a rich 
experience is the multi-player online role-playing game, World of Warcraft (Figure 4.2) 
which allows users to immerse themselves in rich, unpredictable, seemingly never-
ending co-experiences, through the utilisation of a logical control system that enables 
users to perform repetitive tasks in a satisfying manner.  
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Figure 4.2 | The World of Warcraft game delivers rich co-experiences to 
many (Blizzard Entertainment, 2011) 
 
An effective personalisation service should deliver a rich experience to consumers and 
encourage co-experiences; including methods of support and communication with 
other people may enable this. A facility for users to send images of one’s design to 
their friends (see Figure 4.3) is one method of enabling this within a footwear 
personalisation service. 
 
 
Figure 4.3 | NikeiD’s service encourages co-experience by allowing 
users to e-mail designs to friends (Nike, 2011a) 
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4.2.1 Designing for Experience 
To stage rich, satisfying experiences, Pine and Gilmore (1998) provide five key general 
principles. 
 
Theme the experience: Provide a strong consistent theme for the whole experience. 
The theme for Puma’s discontinued personalisation service was the Mongolian BBQ, 
and this theme was followed consistently on line (see Figure 4.4). 
 
Harmonise impressions with positive cues: Cues can be anything that reinforces the 
theme of the experience, from the interior décor of a store to the words a sales person 
uses. An example of this is Chicago’s O’Hare Airport; the different levels of the car park 
are all decorated with a different Chicago sports team and have a related song playing, 
helping users to remember where they parked their vehicle (see Figure 4.5). 
 
Eliminate negative cues: As important as positive cues are, it is equally important to 
ensure negative cues are minimised e.g. when a pilot makes an off-hand unimportant 
announcement on a flight, for example, what can be seen outside the windows, 
disturbing passengers that are sleeping. An alternative would be the pilot making the 
announcement through the headsets, enhancing the experience for those awake and 
not diminishing it for those asleep. 
 
Mix in memorabilia: If an experience is engaging, consumers will want memorabilia, 
for example, buying a t-shirt at a rock concert. In this instance the product is the 
primary form of memorabilia.  
 
Engage all five senses: A good experience should engage sight, hearing, taste, smell 
and touch. Some internet services may, arguably, struggle to stage a good experience, 
as some of these senses are difficult to engage via a computer.  
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Figure 4.4 | The Puma Mongolian Shoe BBQ service has a consistent theme throughout (Puma, 2009) 
 
 
 
 
Figure 4.5 | The different levels of Chicago’s O’Hare Airport car park are decorated to represent the city’s 
different sports teams. The 5
th
 floor’s theme is the Bull’s basketball team (left), the 3rd floor’s, the White Sox 
baseball team 
 
Forlizzi (1997) provides a set of product design guidelines that focus on understanding 
the individuality of consumer experiences.  
- Designers should understand each individual user is unique and deliver a product 
that allows them to define themselves as individuals 
- Interactions provided should be carefully considered to ensure they deliver value 
- The ethics of the values and interactions a product displays should be considered 
- Researching the potential users and the context of use is essential. 
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4.2.2 The Product Envelope Model  
The product envelope model (Bardill, Herd and Karamanoglu, 2007; Herd, Bardill and 
Karamanoglu, 2010) is a tool that supports design for consumer experiences, focusing 
on the emotional connections consumers have with products; emotions are an 
important factor in determining our experiences, making us view the world from a 
different perspective (Ariely, 2010). Jordan’s four pleasures (2000) are used as a 
framework: 
- Physio-pleasure: the physical aspects of product, touch, see, smell, etc. 
- Socio-pleasure: the relationships with others that the product conveys – part of 
team, individual, etc. 
- Psycho-pleasure: cognitive requirements to operate product and subsequent 
emotional response 
- Ideo-pleasure: peoples’ values, be it ‘free-trade’ or to look ‘cool’ – represent 
morals, taste and personal aspirations.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
As the model demonstrates, it is a combination of these pleasures that forms the 
consumer experience encased in the ‘envelope’. Consumers will enter this envelope at 
different points (see Figure 4.7), for example, a consumer who believes the physical 
aspect of running shoes is of primary importance (physio-pleasure) will enter the 
Figure 4.6 | The product envelope model (Herd et al., 2010) 
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envelope at a different angle to one that is personalising the shoes because they love 
the brand and seek social acceptance (socio-pleasure). The designer of the service 
cannot engineer one experience that satisfies all (Forlizzi, 1997) but instead deliver the 
ingredients that maximises the possibility that the target consumers will have a 
positive experience. The ways in which the four pleasures can be facilitated as part of a 
personalisation experience is explored in the following sections.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
4.2.2.1 Physio - pleasure 
This is provided in the form of physical design decisions the consumer can make with 
the product, delivering the most tangible results. The consumer is often only allowed 
to make micro design decisions, as all the macro design decisions have been pre-
determined by the provider. For example Adidas only allow the consumer to choose 
from a small range of colours for their footwear, a micro decision, as they have 
decided they do not want to include a wide range of colours that may damage their 
brand image, a macro decision (Berger and Piller, 2003). 
 
Figure 4.7 | Differing customer entry points into the product envelope 
model (adapted from Herd et al., 2010) 
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4.2.2.2 Socio - pleasure  
This pleasure is determined by the level of social, cultural status that can be drawn 
from the products and service during the personalisation process. It is, therefore, the 
responsibility of the product designer and service designer. For the product, the 
consumer may be allowed to make micro decisions, such as putting a monogram or 
logo on a shoe which increases the social interaction within relevant social groups. This 
again, is mediated by macro design decisions, which stop the consumer from damaging 
the brand, for example not allowing the consumer to put swear words on their 
footwear. A method of deriving socio-pleasure from the service is a facility where the 
consumer can share their experience and the results with others; Timbuk2 have a 
Flickr gallery where consumers can post pictures of the bags they personalised using 
the company’s service (see Figure 4.8).  
 
 
 
Figure 4.8 | The Timbuk2 Flickr page; users can post images of their 
Timbuk2 bags (Yahoo!, 2011) 
 
4.2.2.3 Psycho - pleasure  
This is derived from the consumer’s cognitive interaction with the service, if it is an 
intuitive and supportive service the consumer will experience psycho-pleasure and, 
consequently, the intended socio-pleasure. If the experience is confusing and 
frustrating then the socio-pleasure that they may have received will be negated. To 
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facilitate this, it is important the consumers’ feedback for personalisation services is 
encouraged so that macro design decisions can be tailored to increase the psycho-
pleasure and therefore the socio-pleasure. When using the NikeiD service a consumer 
is likely to experience psycho-pleasure as they await the arrival of their personalised 
shoes; they receive a business card with a print of their design (see Figure 4.9) and e-
mail updates on the delivery process, minimising any insecurities, with limited 
cognitive input required. 
 
 
Figure 4.9 | After purchasing shoes using the NikeiD service the consumer is given a card with 
a print of their shoe design 
 
4.2.2.4 Ideo - pleasure  
This can be gained from consumers purchasing a product from a brand they believe 
represents their values, morals, taste and personal aspirations. How the brand is 
perceived may be different for each consumer and therefore the ideo-pleasure gained 
from the same brand will be different for each consumer. The personalisation services 
can be tailored with intention of delivering ideo-pleasure to their target consumers; 
people may have used the Mi Adidas comfort and performance-focused in store 
service because they felt it represented them as serious athletes as opposed to 
followers of fashion. 
 
4.2.3 Structuring Design for Experience 
It is important that the consumer experience is considered for the whole 
personalisation process (see Figure 4.10); a genuine interest in the consumer post-sale 
can increase confidence in their purchase (see Section 2.12) and subsequent loyalty 
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(Bhote, 2000). These pleasures will vary in importance at each stage of the process; 
psycho-pleasure will be important during the designing of the product but of little 
importance once the product has been delivered when socio-pleasure is, generally, of 
greater importance. Taking this into consideration for the target consumers is 
essential; a poorly constructed experience may result in failure of the overall service 
(Franke and Piller, 2004). 
 
 
 
 
To enable the development of a service that delivers an effective experience, 
Kuniavsky (2010) stresses the importance of a structured approach and presents a 
model, splitting the development process into different planes (see Figure 4.11). This 
model details a structure from initial abstract thoughts through to the final concrete 
offering. The strategy of the service must be considered, then developed into suitable 
requirements; to satisfy these requirements external factors will need to be 
incorporated. After this, the structure of the service can then be defined and a 
skeleton outlined, defining the consumer touch points of the service, before finally 
designing the physical service. Everything in the final service should be traceable 
within preceding planes. Implementing the previously defined experience design 
Figure 4.10 | The Personalisation Service Customer Journey (adapted from Herd et al., 2010) 
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principles e.g. ‘a strong theme is important’ are wasted when the scope of the service 
has not been appropriately defined and consumer needs are not met. This model 
outlines a similar common-sense approach to that adopted by providers when 
designing a service (Edvardsson and Olson, 1996; Bullinger, Fähnrich and Meiren, 
2003). 
 
 
 
Figure 4.11 | Model for user experience design (adapted from Kuniavsky, 2010) 
 
4.2.4 Identifying Individual Consumer Needs 
To stage suitable experiences, the importance of identifying and accommodating 
target consumers is well documented (Forlizzi, 1997; Bluestein, Moriarty and 
Sanderson, 2000; Howard, 2010), it is also crucial to the success of a personalisation 
service (BNET, 2005). Several authors (Burns and Evans, 2000; Pedersen and Buur, 
2000; Kuniavsky, 2010) have defined similar activities that can be employed to better 
understand the individual consumer when designing for experience. 
- Participatory design: involving the consumer within the design process 
- Contextual inquiry: observing consumers in the environment where the 
experience will be staged 
- Distributed cognition: using tools to gather consumers’ input on potential 
designs for experience. 
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4.2.5 Summary  
Different research provides information concerning different types of experience and, 
consequently, different general guidelines for designing for them. The aim should be to 
stage rich co-experiences where the whole of the personalisation process from pre to 
post-purchase is considered. The best experience, it appears, is delivered when a great 
amount of care is taken in researching and engaging the consumer. Understanding the 
consumer decision-making process and influences, within a retail environment, is the 
focus of the following section. 
 
4.3 Consumer Decision Making 
To develop a service that offers an effective consumer experience it is important to 
understand how consumers make decisions within a retail environment. 
Understanding this, specifically in the context of running shoes, will enable the 
implementation of a service that empowers consumers and increases the likelihood 
that they will make a purchase (Fϋller, Mühlbacher, Matzler et al., 2010; Kohler, Füller, 
Stieger et al., 2010). Some research suggests that many purchases may not be 
preceded by a conscious decision process (Kassarjian, 1978; Olshavsky and Granbois, 
1979; Dijksterhuis, Van Baaren, Bongers et al., 2009), and that purchases can occur out 
of necessity, recommendations and childhood preferences, amongst others. Another 
viewpoint is that after a certain amount of choice, consumer’s decision making skills 
deteriorate dramatically (Streufert, 1970; Malhotra, 1982; Bates and Mitchell, 1995); 
they become stressed (Vohs, Baumeister and Tice, 2008) and have to simplify their 
decision making process (Bettman, 1979; Olshavsky and Granbois, 1979). Other 
research suggests that when the level of choice is too high, consumers heuristically 
process; going with recommendations, or taking an educated guess, without looking at 
the choices carefully (Huffman and Kahn, 1998; Kardes, Posavac, Cronley et al., 2008). 
Some argue that, dependent on the complexity of the choice, there are a range of 
different choice strategies that can be used in conjunction with one another (Payne, 
1976). The author could find no definitive answers to the questions of how consumers 
make decisions; however, it is agreed that it is the provider’s obligation to control the 
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way they display their product, reducing consumer frustration and future regret as 
much as possible (Huffman and Kahn, 1998; Broniarczyk, 2008).  
 
4.3.1 What Influences Consumer Decision Making? 
Olson (1974) believed that consumers infer overall product quality from two types of 
quality; intrinsic and extrinsic. In his example of breakfast cereals the intrinsic quality 
being nutritional content whilst the extrinsic qualities were price and store name. In 
this section the potential intrinsic and extrinsic influences on consumer decision-
making are examined. 
 
4.3.1.1 Intrinsic 
Crilly, Moultrie and Clarkson (2004) state that product appearance is a key influence on 
consumers when purchasing a product. They argue that a product’s appearance elicits 
three different cognitive responses from the consumer. 
- Aesthetic: the sensation that results from the perception of attractiveness or 
unattractiveness in products 
- Semantic: what a product is seen to convey about its function, mode of use and 
qualities 
- Symbolic: the personal and social significance perceived to be attached to the 
design. 
The relative strength of each of these responses vary depending on the context and 
product type. In terms of sports footwear, the semantic response may be the strongest 
for the consumer when looking at a running shoe (see Figure 4.12). For a fashion shoe 
it could be the symbolic and aesthetic responses that are more important. Piller 
(2002), as part of the EUROShoE study, developed this idea concluding that many 
consumers believed that for a shoe to be comfortable it had to look ‘boring’ and that 
fashion shoes were uncomfortable. The author could find no data on the perception of 
running shoes. This knowledge is essential; if the provider understands what the 
consumer is looking for, the running shoes offered by the service can be tailored to 
elicit the appropriate cognitive responses. Developing a suitable appearance is of 
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importance; if the consumer perceives the product as attractive they may overlook 
functional flaws (Hoegg and Alba, 2008). 
 
 
 
Figure 4.12 | Semantic response may stronger for consumers in a running shoe (left) than in a fashion shoe 
(right) (New Balance Athletic Shoe, 2011b and EU Kicks, 2010) 
 
An intrinsic quality inherent in running shoes is that they enable users to run in them. 
Research has already indicated that comfort is of high importance to many consumers 
when purchasing running shoes (Marti, 1989; Mintel Marketing Intelligence, 2007; 
Stuhlfaut and Sullivan, 2007) and to establish whether they are comfortable 
consumers may prefer to try the shoes on (Mintel Marketing Intelligence, 2010b). 
Scarpi (2006) and Peck and Childers (2008) believe that where touch is important to a 
product there is often no substitute; it provides the necessary sensory feedback to 
reassure the consumer. For running shoes the type of sensory feedback required when 
judging for comfort is two-fold: ensuring it is both functional and pleasant, for 
example, the shoe is stiff enough but the surfaces feel soft enough.  The physical 
interactions with products should be actively encouraged to increase the consumer’s 
confidence in the service. If the service is online, where touch is not possible, a visual 
cue targeting the desired cognitive response and written description of the key 
characteristics are essential. For those that value the aesthetics this may actually 
increase their willingness to buy; a review of the literature relating to the processing of 
products designs and aesthetics showed that an attractive image online can make 
consumers overlook possible functional flaws (Hoegg and Alba, 2008).  
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4.3.1.2 Extrinsic 
A literature review of published empirical data relating to the atmospheric effects on 
consumer shopping behaviour (Turley and Milliman, 2000) detailed several influences 
on the consumer when shopping. These are based on studies of store environments 
but many can be applied to online shopping as well. 
- Music, although the level of influence depends on the consumer’s musical 
preference  
- Colours of the store environment affect the purchases made, as it influences 
merchandise perception, time spent in store and the ability for consumers to 
extract information 
- Lighting of the product and store can alter consumer perception and handling 
of the product 
- Prominent displays can significantly increase sales 
- When products are of equal quality the amount of information provided 
concerning the product may distinguish them. 
 
For many of these aspects, little empirical research could be found to validate the 
findings. Colour is an aspect that has received some attention (Bellizzi, Crowley and 
Hasty, 1983; Middlestadt, 1990; Crowley, 1993). In a study of 100 female participants 
with an average age of just below 30, Crowley (1993) found that certain colours had an 
influence on the way products were perceived. Crowley showed the participants 
furniture stores’ interiors, each with a different predominant colour. The colours used 
were blue, green, red and yellow. The environments with the more extreme 
wavelength colours, red and blue, were perceived as the more active environments. 
Red would, potentially, be a good colour for buying impulse stylish products because 
as well as being perceived as an active environment, the products also appeared the 
most up to date in this environment. Blue was perceived as the most positive and 
attractive environment while the moderate wavelength colours, such as green, 
received generally negative feedback.  Based on these findings blue would be a good 
primary colour for a potential in store environment as the cost and function of running 
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shoes would make an impulse buy unlikely, although consideration should be given to 
the limited sample scope and size. 
 
Peck and Childers (2008) performed a literature review on the effects of music on 
consumer behaviour; music can affect product perceptions and have a direct influence 
consumers’ willingness to pay.  Selecting the correct music for a positive influence may 
prove difficult; music with a faster tempo was perceived as happier, slower music 
more relaxing. Music can also impact the consumer’s attitude towards the 
environment and its contents, and distract from the experience. Kellaris (2008) concurs 
on this point and also states that music can evoke feelings, elevating and depressing 
moods.  Utilising music as part of a consumer experience that satisfies consumers in 
the target market requires thorough research and testing.  
 
Although the author could find limited literature on atmospheric design successful 
implementation can derive benefits: McDonalds is the most popular family fast-food 
chain in the United States despite low levels of customer satisfaction; its atmosphere is 
tailored for young children, with play areas and characters such as Ronald McDonald 
and the Hamburglar. Parents go to McDonalds to allow their children to enjoy the 
experience so that, in turn, they can relax (Fornell, 2007). Atmospherics will not have 
the same effect on all consumers (Babin and Darden, 1995) and McDonald’s have 
effectively tailored its environment towards its target market. 
 
Studies show that the price can influence consumers’ perception of a product. 
Scitovsky (1945) states that it is not unusual for consumers to believe that an 
expensive product is high quality as the more in demand a product is, the higher the 
price it tends to be pitched at. Rao and Monroe (1989) and Heyman and Mellers (2008) 
supports this notion with empirical data, showing that the greater the difference in 
products’ price from lower cost equivalents, the more likely individuals are to assume 
higher quality. 
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4.3.1.3 Brand 
The brand can be both intrinsic and extrinsic to the product. Whichever it is, it is 
influential when consumers are making purchases (Bates and Mitchell, 1995; Till and 
Heckler, 2008). Ajzen (2008) conducted a literature review on brand loyalty and found 
that for low price products, if a consumer had purchased a brand several times before 
or believed that it was of the highest quality, often irrationally, future purchases of this 
brand became almost automatic, requiring minimal cognitive load.  
 
In a study by Hoyer and Brown (1990) looking at peanut butter, it was determined that 
brand awareness, having seen the brand before but not used it, may have a 
considerable negative effect on consumer choice. It was found that brand awareness 
sometimes works to the consumer’s detriment; selecting a lower quality brand over a 
higher quality brand simply because of previous exposure to that lower quality brand. 
However, as participants sampled several brands this prior awareness became less 
important.  
 
This study was replicated by Macdonald and Sharp (2000) using orange cordial instead 
of peanut butter and an increased number of participants, 472 instead of 173. The 
main difference in the study was that this time a large majority of the participants had 
purchased orange cordial before (56.3%). As with the peanut butter, brand awareness 
was a factor when consumers had to make a choice and those consumers aware of one 
brand tended to sample fewer brands. The research supports the notion that brand 
awareness becomes less of an influence the more participants sample other brands.  
 
Applying this information to this project, some consumers may have always purchased 
one brand of running shoes and it may prove difficult to get them to try another brand. 
Another point to note, however, is that the products used in the studies above are low 
value purchases so, while the findings are useful, they may not pertain to running 
shoes.  
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4.3.2 Level of Consumer Choice  
The level of choice offered by a service is an influential factor in consumer decision 
making. Offering a high level of choice can attract consumers and increase the 
probability that they will find a suitable option (Broniarczyk, 2008) but it can also make 
them indecisive, stressed, delay their decision making and increase the chance of 
regret post-purchase (Hsee and Tsai, 2008; Vohs et al., 2008; Dijksterhuis et al., 2009; 
Ariely, 2010).  
 
Concentrating on the field of personalisation, Kamali and Loker (2002) tested three 
different levels of personalisation with participants, using a mock t-shirt design toolkit. 
The results showed that the higher the level of choice, the more satisfied the 
participants were. In this experiment, however, the maximum level of personalisation 
only offered 37,500 potential combinations of designs. The NikeiD service offers over 
100 million potential combinations on some shoes. The author could find limited 
research of consumer’s opinions of the level of choice offered by current 
personalisation services. There is evidence that some consumers appear to find it 
inappropriate (Yessin, 2008). Looking at conducted research it may not be the overall 
amount of choice that concerns consumers but instead the level of choice within 
different attributes of the product (Huffman and Kahn, 1998). For instance, the 
Converse service (Converse, 2011) provides the consumer with 15 different attributes, 
when designing a Chuck Taylor shoe. For each attribute the consumer must choose 
from a number of different alternatives, ranging from 3 to 36. An example of this is 
selecting the colour/pattern of the upper from 36 different alternatives (see Figure 
4.13). Considering the number of alternatives provided, Malhotra (1982) found that 
when participants were provided with over 10 alternatives (in this instance, houses) 
they experienced information overload.  This was also the case when they were given 
15 or more attributes, e.g. selling points of the house. Other studies (Streufert, 1970; 
Jacoby et al., 1974) imply that consumers may overload if provided with too much 
choice but do not quantify how much choice is too much. Current personalisation 
services offer shoes with more than 15 alternatives, though perhaps the low level of 
information for each alternative means the consumer does not need to follow a 
normal decision process. Instead they may make an instinctive selection based on 
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childhood preferences, or something similar (Olshavsky and Granbois, 1979; Bates and 
Mitchell, 1995). Another theory is that, when the level of alternatives is beyond ten, 
consumers may use a combination of different choice methods to arrive at a decision 
(Payne, 1976). Hsee and Tsai (2008) found that increased levels of choice often led to 
higher levels of regret when conducting a study offering participants truffles. 
Participants were happier with their selection of truffle when picking from 6 
alternatives, as opposed to 30. When selecting from 30 truffles, participants felt they 
were making more of a compromise than when selecting from 6; their choice was less 
‘good’ because of the range of other possibilities.  
 
 
Figure 4.13 | Selecting a Colour/Pattern for a pair of Chuck Taylors (Converse, 2011) 
 
Organising the choices into suitable categories is one method of minimising frustration 
and regret (Broniarczyk, 2008). If categorising, a flexible method of sorting the choices 
is important, allowing different consumers, with different needs, to locate their 
preferred choice. The YourReebok service allows users to search for shoes, designed by 
other customers, by colour and by shoe type (see Figure 4.14), increasing the potential 
that they will find a shoe they like. Labelling can also help consumers to make a 
decision, though research suggests that care must be taken during this process, as 
consumers then often make decisions based on the information provided rather than 
the products themselves (Bettman, Luce and Payne, 1998).  
 
108 
 
Figure 4.14 | User submitted designs on the YourReebok website with 
green as a primary colour (Reebok, 2011) 
 
Kahn (1998) states that the consumer wants a product that best fits their needs and 
the level of choice offered by a personalisation service should be tailored to achieve 
this. Establishing this level of choice is a difficult task, requiring an understanding of 
the consumer, their relationship with the products and attitudes towards current 
personalisation services. Delivering the correct level of choice, in a suitable manner, 
will allow the consumer to produce a product that best fits their needs and makes 
them feel more valued, increasing the likelihood that they will purchase that item 
(Piller, Koch, Möslein et al., 2003; Reichwald, Seifert and Walcher, 2004; Franke, Keinz 
and Schreier, 2008; Yoon and Simonson, 2008).  
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4.4 Service Location 
The location of the service impacts upon the delivery of experience. It has already 
been established that current sports footwear personalisation services are based 
online (see Section 3.8.2) and that an increasing number of consumers are purchasing 
sporting goods online (Mintel Marketing Intelligence, 2008). It would, consequently, be 
tempting to develop an online service. One of the main drawbacks of this is the 
sensory deprivation the consumer experiences. Yessin (2008) argues that the more 
tangible the service is, the richer a personalisation experience it may deliver. An online 
service often means the consumer does not get to feel, hold, smell or even see the 
product in its final form. Kamali and Loker (2002) offer ways of potentially combatting 
some of these issues, such as:   
- Virtual 3D try-on technology; Adidas used to utilise a ‘virtual’ mirror in their 
flagship Mi Adidas store in Paris (see Figure 4.15) 
- Sending fabrics through the mail; Puma Mongolian Shoe BBQ provided fabric 
samples in store (see Figure 4.16). 
These concepts allow the consumer to visualise wearing the product and feel the 
material texture but not try the shoe on. This could be essential with a service offering 
running shoes; research indicates that comfort is of high importance to consumers 
(Marti, 1989; Mintel Marketing Intelligence, 2007; Stuhlfaut and Sullivan, 2007), 
something that cannot be judged over the internet.  
 
 
Figure 4.15 | The Mi Adidas Virtual Mirror inputs (top) and outputs. The consumer wears a standard 
version of their shoe in front of the mirror and the shoe with their colour choices appears on their 
feet in the ‘mirror’ (Impact Lab, 2008) 
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Figure 4.16 | Fabric samples provided for the in store Puma 
Mongolian Shoe BBQ experience 
 
Cain (2005) suggests a haptic device such as the PHANTOM Desktop (see Figure 4.17), 
developed by SensAble technologies, as a method of attempting to replicate touch 
remotely, delivering feedback on the shape and size of computer-aided design (CAD) 
models, although this is an expensive option for consumers and still not a real 
substitute for trying the shoes on. 
 
 
Figure 4.17 | The PHANTOM Desktop, a haptic feedback device 
that attaches to a personal computer (Sensable, 2011) 
 
When Piller (2002) explored the preferred footwear personalisation location in a series 
of 16 focus groups, the consensus from the 103 participants was that an in store 
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service was desirable because it allowed consumers to try on shoes and, in addition, 
because of the advice provided by staff.  Nike have an online running shoe finder (see 
Figure 4.18) that provides a potential alternative to the advice given by retail staff, 
recommending shoes after establishing a profile of the user with a four-step process. 
In the process the user’s gender, where they like to run, their type of arch and stride 
are identified. This may reduce some consumers’ insecurities about purchasing shoes 
using the internet, however it cannot offer the tailored information that experienced 
retail staff will impart to individual customers. 
 
 
Figure 4.18 | Nike Running Shoe finder helps users to identify suitable running shoes (Nike, 2011b) 
 
One advantage of using an in store service is the capture of ‘sticky’ information 
(Polanyi, 1958) through the fitting process; a consumer may be less likely to switch to 
another provider after they have gone through this process. 
 
The service’s location could not be defined at this stage, if, as prior research suggests, 
running shoes’ functional aspects are of primary concern to the consumer, then a 
fitting session may be necessary. Further research was needed to establish the 
influences on consumers when purchasing running shoes. It may be that both locations 
can be utilised: Piller (2002) suggests that a fitting session may be conducted in store 
and the consumer’s details subsequently stored, allowing future purchase to be made 
over the internet without having to go through the fitting process again.  
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4.5 Toolkit Design 
Toolkits are used by the current sports footwear personalisation services (see Section 
3.8), both online and in store, as the primary method of delivering the consumer 
experience. Companies design toolkits so that consumers can personalise their 
products, but within the company capabilities (Franke and Von Hippel, 2003). The 
process of designing a personalised product may itself be the source of subjective 
value (Csikszentmihalyi, 1996) so toolkits should be intuitive to use, creating a 
pleasurable experience for the consumer as they personalise their product. The early 
adopters of toolkits in a personalisation industry can, potentially, become market 
leaders; setting the standard for consumer interaction within that industry (Von 
Hippel, 2001). In this section toolkit design rules and desirable functionality are 
explored. 
 
4.5.1 General Design Rules 
It is important to create a toolkit that provides a ‘flowing’ experience (Pine and 
Gilmore, 1998). Adidas (Berger and Piller, 2003) used consumers to help co-design the 
Mi Adidas toolkit, employing their feedback during the development process. Franke 
and Piller (2003) provide an in depth review of the literature on the design of 
personalisation toolkits, finding very little empirical research on the subject. It appears 
that practitioners have often taken decisions based on simple assumptions that have 
never been tested empirically. There appears to be little knowledge concerning the 
ways in which users interact with toolkits. Rogol and Piller (2004) reviewed twelve shirt 
personalisation toolkits offered by companies. They concluded that personalisation 
services were still in their infancy compared to other online services such as banking. 
The sites were too technical and orientated towards getting the job done rather than 
creating a consumer experience. A set of basic requirements for the design of toolkits 
was provided (see Table 4.2).  Although some toolkits listed carry out certain steps 
effectively, none implement all to a high level. Guidelines to implement these 
requirements are explored within the sections below, apart from requirements six and 
seven in the table; plausibility check of the selection and privacy of the personal data. 
The author discovered little data on the plausibility check of the selection, which 
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relates to the basic method with which the user can personalise their product; a large 
number of the current services employ decision-rule-based systems, enabling the 
consumer to make decisions in any order. A procedural system, which only permits the 
consumer to personalise products using a set routine, or a knowledge based system 
that provides a recommendation based on consumer requirements, may be more 
effective. The method employed may be dictated by the type of information required 
by the service; further research will be conducted when developing the toolkit. The 
privacy of data is also deemed important, particularly, if the consumer is handing over 
a large amount of information specific to them, e.g., measurements etc. This was 
considered an issue that falls outside of the scope of design focused research. 
Consumer data is already stored securely in many walks of life, for example, credit 
cards, medical histories, eyeglass prescriptions; the specifics of any information 
storage can be established when required, it is not a novel area to investigate.  
 
REQUIREMENT DESCRIPTION EXAMPLE 
1 Presentation of the 
company and abilities 
Portray what the company does and its 
capabilities in a pleasing format 
Porsche Car 
Configurator 
www.porsche.com 
2 Presentation of the offering Show the consumer the product 
possibilities 
My M&M's 
www.mymms.com 
3 Consultancy and support Offer the consumer support with their 
decisions during the configuration process 
Callaway Netfits 
www.callaway.com 
4 Guidance in the 
configuration process 
Guide the consumers through the whole 
design process 
Lands' End 
www.landsend.com 
5 Intermediation of a "flow 
experience" 
Deliver an easy, intuitive engrossing system 121 Time 
www.121time.com 
6 Plausibility check of the 
selection 
Put rules in place that dictate the way 
consumers make selections 
 
 a Procedural Step by step linear process Lands' End 
www.landsend.com 
 b Decision-rule-based 
system 
Freedom of decision making order NikeiD         
www.nike.com 
 c Knowledge based 
system 
Make decisions for the consumers based on 
their requirements 
Callaway Netfits 
www.callaway.com 
7 Privacy of personal data Ensure consumers are comfortable when 
handing over sensitive, private data 
Callaway Netfits 
www.callaway.com 
 
Table 4.2 | Basic requirements for toolkit design (Rogoll and Piller, 2004)  
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4.5.1.1 Presentation of the Company and Abilities 
It is important that a toolkit instantly ‘hooks’ the consumer in, communicating its 
purpose whilst being visually appealing (Nielsen and Tahir, 2002). The Nike iD 
homepage (see Figure 4.19) shows a shoe cyclically changing its design, with features 
to the right, instantly communicating the possibilities. To strengthen the visual appeal 
and consistency, it is also important that the strong theme required for the service is 
employed throughout the toolkit as well. After the consumer has started to use the 
toolkit, the presentation of the offering, explored in the following section, reinforces 
the company’s abilities. 
 
 
Figure 4.19 | The Nike iD homepage is attractive and instantly communicates 
the possibilities (Nike, 2011a) 
  
4.5.1.2 Presentation of the Offering 
Huffman and Kahn (1998) found that consumers preferred products displayed in an 
attribute-based manner, as opposed to any alternative format. An attribute-based 
manner is when all of the options for each different attribute to of the product are 
presented to the consumer as separate entities, in an attempt to minimise confusion 
(see Section 4.3). This is how most companies display options with current footwear 
personalisation services (see  Figure 4.20). The alternative format is when a series of 
finished products are displayed, comprised of several different options. An example of 
this in the current footwear personalisation services is when shoe designs by other 
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consumers are displayed as ‘inspiration’ (see Figure 4.21). The attribute format allows 
the potential for consumers to more effectively visually construct an image of the 
finished product and is, therefore, the preferred method of display for this service if a 
toolkit is required. Where the product is displayed, providing context may help the 
user to connect with their potential purchase (Cain, 2005); in the instance of running 
shoes this may mean showing the shoes being worn in a suitable environment. 
 
 
 
 Figure 4.20 | The Vans Custom Shoes service showing colour options in 
an attribute format (Vans, 2011) 
 
 
Figure 4.21 |The NikeiD service displaying potential colour schemes in 
an alternative format (Nike, 2011a) 
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4.5.1.3 Toolkit Display 
Lightner and Eastman (2002) spread 147 participants amongst three mock websites 
selling cookies.  
- 1 x Sentential: cookies described using words 
- 1 x Diagrammatic: pictures displaying the cookies  
- 1 x Sentential and Diagrammatic: word and picture descriptions. 
It was concluded that there was a strong preference for websites featuring both 
images and words, and that participants preferred detailed descriptions of the product 
to stylising of the website. One of the main reasons that these findings are limited is 
because the level of information a consumer requires for each different type of 
product varies greatly. For running shoes, a primarily functional product, it is most 
likely that images and words will be required for the consumer to make an informed 
decision. The level of detail provided in both instances requires further investigation. 
 
 
4.5.1.4 Intermediation of a “Flow” Experience 
When designing a toolkit, interaction design is essential to deliver an effective intuitive 
experience (see Section 4.2). Liddle describes three levels of technology use (Crampton 
Smith, 2007); Enthusiasts are interested in technology and will use it, however difficult 
it is to use it. The second level, professionals; people who have to use technology for 
work, even if it is not what they would ideally use. The final level is that of the 
consumer; people in this stage of use care less about the technology and more about 
what it can deliver. If it is difficult to use then consumers will not spend time learning 
how to use it. A personalisation toolkit should be designed so that it can be effectively 
utilised by the consumer, because if it is not, they will not use it. Moggridge (2007) 
provides a set of rules for good interaction design that are applicable when designing a 
toolkit. 
- Provide a clear mental model: It should be easy for the user to understand how 
the toolkit works. For example HyperCard (see Figure 4.22) was designed to look 
like a notepad, so users used it as if they were flipping through pages 
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- Deliver reassuring feedback: Ensuring the user knows they have just used the 
toolkit to do something. A keyboard is a good example of this; the keys providing 
visual and aural feedback as they are struck (see Figure 4.23) 
- Ensure navigability: Make it easy for the user to know where they can go. 
Windows XP’s ‘Start’ button is a clear demonstration of this (see Figure 4.24) 
- Provide consistency: A certain command in one part of the toolkit should have the 
same effect as in another part. The Microsoft Office suite is an example of this; the 
same keyboard shortcuts work in each program 
- Deliver intuitive interaction: Minimise the conscious thought required to operate 
the toolkit, allowing the user to concentrate on their goals. Driving a car is a good 
example of this; the basic controls vary little from model to model. 
 
 
Figure 4.22 | It was easy for the user to understand how Apple’s 
HyperCard application worked (Norman, 2008) 
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Figure 4.23 | A keyboard provides reassuring feedback both aurally and visually 
(The Tech Pirate, 2011) 
 
 
 
Figure 4.24 | The Windows Operating system’s ‘Start’ button provides users 
with a clear starting point 
 
Forlizzi and Battarbee (2004) classified user interactions into three different categories 
(see Table 4.3). Fluent ones are automatic and well learned, for example checking e-
mail on a computer. Cognitive interactions often result in the user acquiring a new skill 
or knowledge as they have to work out how to use the product, for example, a toilet 
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abroad. Expressive interactions are when the user invests effort in modifying a product 
to help it better fit them e.g. restoring an old chair.  
  
INTERACTION 
TYPE DESCRIPTION EXAMPLE 
FLUENT 
Automatic and skilled 
interactions with products 
- Riding a bicycle 
- Making the morning coffee 
- Checking the calendar by glancing at the PDA 
COGNITIVE 
Interactions that focus on 
the product at hand; result 
in knowledge or confusion 
and error 
- Trying to identify the flushing mechanism of a toilet in 
a foreign country 
- Using online algebra tutor to solve a math problem 
EXPRESSIVE 
Interactions that help the 
user form a relationship to 
the product 
- Restoring a chair and painting it a different colour 
- Setting background images for mobile phones 
- Creating workarounds in complex software 
 
Table 4.3 | Types of user-product interactions (Forlizzi and Batterbee, 2004) 
 
Fluency should be gained from a toolkit quickly to ensure consumers do not get 
frustrated with it, so controls should be basic. Windows XP’s explorer window is a good 
example of intuitive design (see Figure 4.25). Parts of the toolkit that are not intuitive 
will require cognitive interactions e.g. the ‘What’s left’ drop down tab on the NikeiD 
service (see Figure 4.26). These should be minimised so that consumers do not 
become frustrated. Expressive interactions allow the user to alter aspects of a product 
to increase their attachment to the product, for example when they personalise a t-
shirt on Zazzle (see Figure 4.27). 
 
 
Figure 4.25 | Windows XP’s explorer windows have buttons that are intuitive to use 
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Figure 4.26 | The ‘What’s left’ drop-down menu on the NikeiD service (left = closed, right = open) 
is not intuitive to use, requiring a cognitive experience to learn how to use it (Nike, 2011a) 
 
 
Figure 4.27 | Adding an image using the Zazzle system to personalise a t-shirt 
(Zazzle, 2011) 
 
4.5.1.5 Consultancy, Support and Guidance in the Configuration Process 
Ensuring the consumer is supported appropriately during the personalisation 
experience is important (see Section 4.2). With an in store service retail staff can assist 
if the consumer has any uncertainties; if based online consumers must be able to 
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complete the personalisation process without external input. Easily accessible and 
understandable support is essential. Various research points to the fact that some 
consumers find it difficult to effectively self-design a product using a personalisation 
toolkit, especially if a high level of design choice is afforded (Huffman and Kahn, 1998; 
Dellaert and Stremersch, 2005). Yessin (2008) provides some potential support 
methods for aesthetic choices, i.e. the Adobe Kuler website explored previously (see 
Section 3.11). Appropriate product presentation and labelling (Bettman et al. 1998) 
will support the consumer in making any comfort and performance related decisions.  
 
Peer Feedback 
There is strong empirical evidence (Franke and Von Hippel, 2003; Jeppesen, 2005; 
Franke et al., 2008) to support the benefit of peers providing feedback during the 
design process. One example of a company benefitting from peer feedback is 
Threadless (SkinnyCorp, 2011). Threadless is a company that sells consumer designed 
t-shirts on its website. Anyone can submit a design, which visitors to the website rate 
and express a desire to purchase (Figure 4.28). Each week between four and six of the 
most popular designs are approved for manufacture and the designer is rewarded with 
$1000 and their name printed on the t-shirt label.  
 
 
 
Figure 4.28 | The Threadless website allows visitors to view and rate peers’ t-shirt 
designs (SkinnyCorp, 2011) 
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Franke et al. (2008) conducted a study with the ski company, Edelwiser, and found that 
peer input from other consumers is useful at all phases of the personalisation process:  
- 1st Phase: Development of an initial idea. Consumers providing their own 
designs as inspiration (see Figure 4.29) 
- 2nd Phase: Generation of a preliminary design. Peers offering information on 
how to effectively use the toolkit and advice on design choices 
- 3rd Phase:  Evaluation of the preliminary design. Feedback provided by other 
consumers on the consumer’s design (see Figure 4.30). 
The author suggests there should be a filtering system so that the feedback/design 
that the consumers require can be located quickly, as not all information provided will 
be interesting to them (Prügl and Schreier, 2006). The idea of providing incentives for 
submitting feedback or design ideas, like Threadless, is also raised.  
 
 
Figure 4.29 | Edelwiser allows consumers to select from other peer’s designs as 
an inspiration for their skis (Edelwiser Ski, 2011)  
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Figure 4.30 | Edelwiser also allow people to leave feedback on other user’s designs, before they have 
committed to purchasing them (Edelwiser Ski, 2011) 
 
Peer involvement and feedback should be considered for any potential toolkit; it can 
help to reduce any insecurities the consumer is having about their decisions (Yessin, 
2008) and allow the provider to improve the service to increase consumer satisfaction 
and, consequently, their loyalty (Berger and Piller, 2003; Howard, 2010).  
 
This section outlines some of the necessary requirements for designing a toolkit to 
stage an effective consumer personalisation experience. When designing the toolkit, 
greater consideration of human-centred, interaction and usability design guidelines is 
required, including that of potential navigation methods, to ensure that potential 
benefits are not negated by a frustrating interface and structure. Employing a toolkit 
successfully can help stage a repeatable, enjoyable, effective experience for the 
consumer, capturing personal data for the provider that is, generally, more difficult to 
capture using retail staff within an in store environment (Piller et al., 2003).   
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4.6 Summary 
Providing a suitable experience is essential to implementing a successful 
personalisation service; a comfortable consumer who enjoys themselves will be more 
willing to make a purchase than an insecure, frustrated consumer. To stage rich 
experiences the provider must understand that all consumers are different and target 
the desired market appropriately. Service development should take a structured 
approach that considers the experience delivered for the whole personalisation 
process, not only the design stage. Designing to elicit the four pleasures from the 
consumer can contribute toward an enjoyable experience; providers should theme the 
service to appeal to their desired consumers and allow them to express themselves 
appropriately, in an intuitive, supported manner. The appearance of the products 
offered by the personalisation service, in this instance running shoes, should also 
appeal to the target market, eliciting the desired cognitive response.  
 
Establishing the right level of choice to offer within a personalisation service is difficult; 
choices should be well labelled, categorised and presented appropriately. For example, 
if they are comfort related choices, the consumer should be able to suitably assess the 
effect of making a selection before confirmation, minimising any potential insecurities. 
To provide this experience the service may be hosted online or within a store 
environment, in both instances a toolkit may be employed, particularly for the 
configuration of the product. The toolkit should represent the service appropriately, be 
easy to use and support the consumer in their decision making.   
 
To identify the required characteristics to stage a desirable running shoe 
personalisation experience, a better understanding of consumers’ relationships and 
purchase experiences with running shoes is required. Consumer knowledge and 
attitude toward current footwear personalisation is also desirable, to inform the 
specification of an appropriate service that targets potential users effectively. 
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4.7 Conclusion 
From this review of consumer experience the following conclusions have been drawn: 
- An effective experience can differentiate a service from other competition and 
increase consumers’ willingness to purchase 
- To stage a rich experience, several satisfying experiences should be combined 
- Treating consumers as individuals is essential to delivering an effective 
experience 
- A service should be developed to elicit consumer pleasure: physio, socio, 
psycho and ideo 
- A structured approach to designing for experience should be adopted which 
considers the whole personalisation experience 
- A strong, consistent theme is important to the delivery of a successful 
experience 
- Both intrinsic and extrinsic factors influence consumer choice within a retail 
setting including: product appearance, the sales environment and brand 
- To increase consumer confidence, engaging the required senses is important: 
touch may be an important factor for running shoes 
- Consumers may be attracted to services that offer a high level of choice, 
options should be categorised to avoid confusion and frustration 
- The service may be implemented online or in store, if online, factors should be 
employed that minimise the sense deprivation 
- If a toolkit is utilised it should be well presented, easy to use and supply the 
required consumer support 
- Peer feedback and support may prove useful at all stages of the personalisation 
process. 
 
Findings in this chapter were considered along with those from the previous literature 
review chapters to define further research objectives, presented in the next chapter.  
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5.1 Research Objectives  
To gain a better understanding of what was required to specify a running shoe 
personalisation service the key areas of interest were reviewed: running shoes, 
personalisation, their relationship and the delivery of consumer experience. This 
review highlighted the necessity for further research in several areas before a 
specification could be made; as a result new objectives were identified: 
- To explore how consumers purchase their running shoes 
- To establish what influences them when buying running shoes 
- To identify what they use their running shoes for 
- To understand participants’ knowledge and attitude toward current footwear 
personalisation. 
On fulfilment of these objectives a running shoe personalisation service was specified 
and subsequently, where possible and appropriate, concepts were developed and the 
toolkit prototyped. This toolkit would require evaluating to assess the effectiveness of 
its implementation; the basic strategy employed for this evaluation is also outlined in 
this chapter.  
 
5.2 Research Strategy 
It was necessary to select an overarching methodology for the research that would 
support the fulfilment of the outlined aims and objectives. Capturing subjective 
information was the priority; understanding how and why people purchase running 
shoes and ascertaining their attitude towards current footwear personalisation. 
Flexible research, with studies that are not completely fixed before data collection 
commences e.g. interviews, facilitates the capture of this type of subjective data, 
allowing the researcher to explore areas of interest e.g. individual habits and 
preferences. In addition, an element of objective quantitative data was also desirable 
to support/contest the theories hypothesised in the literature review. The application 
of fixed design methods, using pre-planned studies e.g. questionnaires, focusing on 
general consensus from larger samples is suitable in this instance. Consequently, a 
mixed-method approach, employing elements of both flexible and fixed design studies 
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was selected as most appropriate. This was also applicable when evaluating the toolkit; 
flexible studies to gather qualitative feedback during the development, allowing for 
improvements to be made, and fixed studies to assess the final outcome. 
 
Employing an exploratory study was essential, allowing the author to gather in-depth 
data for the defined objectives to direct subsequent research and check the operation 
of certain methods before further studies were conducted (Bryman, 2004).  
 
5.2.1 Flexible design study 
Flexible design studies were selected as they allow us to gain a better understanding of 
participants, seeing issues from their perspective (Robson, 2002). They were focused 
primarily on the capture of qualitative data, utilising methods such as interviews to 
gather in-depth information from the participants. One desirable aspect of the flexible 
study is that the pre-definition of every aspect of the study is not necessary, allowing it 
to evolve and adapt to the theories emerging from the research. This flexibility, whilst 
useful, can endanger the potential trustworthiness of the data, ‘grounded theory’ was 
employed to guard against this.  
 
5.2.1.1 Grounded Theory 
One of the prevalent research traditions in the qualitative research field is grounded 
theory: developing a theory ‘grounded’ in the data obtained during the study (Glaser 
and Strauss, 1967). Atkinson and Delamont describe it as ‘social exploration and the 
derivation of ideas’ (2005, p.833); the process of supporting claims in the author’s 
research with reliable evidence.   Interviews are the most commonly employed data 
collection method, although others, for example, observation may be employed. 
Grounded theory, whilst flexible, applies a systematic and co-ordinated process for 
gathering qualitative data (Robson, 2002), using the prevalent ideas from the research 
to guide further empirical explorations (Atkinson and Delamont, 2005).  An iterative 
approach is taken, with data collection followed by analysis and then subsequent 
collection and analysis phases to test/support/contest the emergent theory(s). Several 
key elements require consideration when implementing grounded theory. 
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Suitable sampling 
Strategic sampling is necessary. Participants/environments are selected that the 
author believes satisfy the desired input for the study. An adaptive sampling process is 
important, changing to meet the shifting requirements that the ongoing analysis 
provides. Sampling is explored in greater depth later in this chapter. 
Coding 
This is the process of identifying parts of the gathered data that appear to be of 
potential significance. Charmaz (2004) describes the two main stages of coding: 
1. Open/initial coding: identifies all different categories that may be of interest 
2. Selective/focused coding: emphasises the most common/important categories 
that can then be used to define theory. 
NVivo, a qualitative data analysis computer software package was employed during 
the analysis process. This features an integrated coding system, providing organisation 
and consistency and allowing for flexibility whilst coding.  
Constant comparison  
It is important to constantly compare the newly gathered data with previous data, 
noting patterns and discrepancies, to guide further definition and revision of theories 
(Robson, 2002). Affinity mapping (see Figure 5.1), a tool for organising ideas from 
various sources of data, was one method employed to assist with this process. 
 
 
Figure 5.1 | Affinity mapping data gathered from different methods 
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Saturation 
It is preferable that data are explored and research conducted until saturation point 
and not beyond (Cohen, Manion and Morrison, 2007); where all suitable data is 
categorised and the core theories developed.  
 
Applying grounded theory considering the above principles allowed the author to 
develop subsequent studies, of both a qualitative and quantitative nature, using the 
emergent theories from previous studies. 
 
5.2.2 Fixed Design Study 
Fixed design studies were utilised to support/contest the qualitative data gathered 
using the flexible studies and in the literature review, as well as contributing original 
knowledge to the field. They were chosen because of their ease to implement and 
ability to capture a large amount of quantitative and qualitative data in a short space 
of time (Oppenheim, 1992). These studies allowed the author to capture data without 
the bias of the experimenter effect found in flexible studies, maintaining an emotional 
and, where possible, physical distance from the participants. Elements of fixed study 
design were employed during flexible studies, e.g. questionnaires and conversely, 
qualitative data capture was integrated into the fixed studies. This simple form of 
triangulation, cross-checking data from multi sources (Cohen et al., 2007), enhanced 
the value of the data captured. The individual methods employed for the different 
studies are defined within the relevant chapters. 
 
5.3 Trustworthiness 
To establish trustworthiness in the research process several different aspects required 
consideration (Robson, 2002); these are explored in the following section.  
 
5.3.1 Validity 
The author consulted literature in advance of conducting the research studies to 
ensure that they were an effective investigator (Oppenheim, 1992; Greenbaum, 2000; 
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Mason, 2002; Robson, 2002). It was important to ask the right questions, listen well, 
be flexible and avoid bias where possible. When carrying out the quantitative elements 
of the research the author conducted testing in a formal manner, maintaining an 
emotional distance from the participant. Previous studies were analysed before 
developing a methodological approach for the studies, considering aspects such as 
participant comfort, time considerations and preparation. Pilot studies were 
undertaken to identify problem areas. 
 
Triangulation was employed to improve the validity of the data (Denzin, 1989). Several 
data collection methods, both qualitative and quantitative were utilised and the data 
were analysed from different perspectives, employing methods such as negative case 
analysis (Robson, 2002). Employing multiple methods enhanced the construct validity, 
countering the bias and flaws built into the individual studies.  
 
The data were recorded accurately and participants were able to request a copy of 
their transcripts/results, if they desired, ensuring the author conformed to the pre-
arranged guidelines. The author documented clearly the process of reaching their data 
analysis process for each study. The potential bias of participants involved in the data 
collection process was considered and, where possible, necessary adjustments were 
made.  
 
5.3.2 Reliability 
To ensure reliability, the research instruments employed during testing, e.g. 
surveys/questions/microphones/cameras/presentations were tested prior to the data 
capture sessions to ensure suitability. Where multiple sessions were necessary, the 
instruments were employed in the same way in each to improve reliability. The author 
also, where practical, used multiple media during single sessions to capture data, 
guarding against potential failure. An audit trail was also kept to encourage good 
practice and enable traceability and repeatability (Miles and Huberman, 1994; Maxwell 
1996). 
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5.3.3 Generalisability 
The data were gathered to provide a wide range of information relating to 
participants’ relationships with running shoes and personalisation. It provided 
‘theoretical insights which possess a sufficient degree of generality’ (Sim, 1998, p.350) 
but, despite strategic sampling, the author was hesitant to make generalisations 
because of the narrow sample population. Data from the literature review and the 
studies were combined to draw conclusions.  
 
5.4 Sampling 
A large potential market for running shoe personalisation was identified in the 
literature review: it was important to not unnecessarily restrict the data collection. 
Running shoes were clearly utilised by many for activities other than running; it was, 
therefore, decided that data should be captured from all types of running shoe 
wearers. Eliciting data from those who primarily utilised their running shoes for 
running was the priority; running shoes are designed to run in. Accordingly, where 
possible, the core samples during the studies were comprised of ‘runners’ with sub-
groups of ‘non-runners’, utilised to provide a secondary point of interest and 
comparable sample (Oppenheim, 1992). ‘Runners’ were defined as people who used 
their running shoes predominantly for running and ran at least two times a week in 
them; ‘non-runners’ used their running shoes predominantly for activities other than 
running but may have run fortnightly or less frequently. 
 
Strategic sampling (Davies, 2007), a non-probability sampling method, was employed 
throughout the research activities and during the resource testing. It is similar to the 
more traditional purposive sampling, with the aim of selecting participants, objects 
and environments that support exploration of the defined objectives to a suitable 
depth. A simplified stakeholder map (see Figure 5.2) was produced to help focus the 
sampling process; it identifies the people, organisations and items potentially involved 
in the target consumers’ purchase of running shoes. They are split into two parties: 
suppliers and sources of advice, although the retail staff and the internet serve as 
both.  
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Figure 5.2 | Stakeholder map 
 
All participants from whom data were elicited owned a pair of running shoes, or shoes 
that they ran in, with further caveats added dependent on the particular study. 
Elements of theoretical sampling were utilised during the studies, with the samples 
selected for subsequent research influenced by the results of previous research. It was 
not appropriate to employ a probability sampling method because of the 
heterogeneous and largely unquantifiable population from which the participants 
were drawn (Marshall, 1996). Convenience sampling was used for the exploratory 
study. This allowed recruitment over a short timeframe and delivered an insight into 
the breadth of issues that required consideration when defining future testing.  
 
5.4.1 Sample Size 
When utilising flexible studies the required sample sizes were small, allowing in-depth 
exploration of each individual case (Cohen et al., 2007). Ensuring that the suitable sub-
groups were, where possible, covered (e.g. runners, non-runners, males, females) 
helped to minimise the impact of the lack of scope. For fixed studies, a minimum 
sample size of 30 was employed, allowing for casual-comparison of data (Robson, 
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2002). Beyond that there were no restrictions; in-depth statistical analysis was not 
necessary.  
 
The information required during the initial testing of the toolkit prototype was 
formative to identify areas of further potential development; for this, primarily 
qualitative data from a smaller sample was desirable, delivering the necessary in depth 
information. At the end of this research a form of summative assessment was 
important, to determine the appropriateness and success of the developed toolkit and 
service concept. At this stage a larger sample size, with a minimum of 100 participants 
(Borg and Gall, 1979) was preferable. 
 
5.5 Conclusions 
The research objectives were established after reviewing current literature on the 
required aspects to deliver a suitable running shoe personalisation service: running 
shoes, personalisation, their current relationship and consumer experience. 
Consequently a research strategy was selected that targeted these objectives 
appropriately, employing mixed-method study design, capturing primarily qualitative 
data. To provide structure to these flexible design studies, the research strategy of 
grounded theory was applied. Quantitative data were gathered to strengthen/contest 
collected data. Considerations were made to maximise the trustworthiness of the data, 
ensuring it was valid, reliable and, where necessary could be generalized to represent 
a larger population. These included training of the moderator, triangulation of studies 
and data analysis, and the maintenance of an audit trail. Strategic sampling was 
employed for the majority of the studies, allowing the author to nominate suitable 
participants, objects and locations, enhancing the potential range and depth of 
feedback from the studies. Convenience sampling was employed for the exploratory 
study, providing a testable sample in a short time period. For the flexible studies small 
sample sizes were utilised that allowed the author to obtain quality in-depth data from 
individuals. In contrast, in the quantitative studies a greater number of participants 
were required to allow simple statistical analysis.  
 
6 EXPLORATORY STUDY  
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6.1 Rationale 
As outlined in the methodology section, subjective, qualitative data is preferable to 
facilitate the understanding of consumer attitudes (Robson, 2002). An exploratory 
study was planned that allowed the author to explore a range of relevant areas, 
ensuring that future research addresses the key areas of investigation (Oppenheim, 
1992). As well as providing a better understanding of the area of research it provided 
the opportunity to pilot questions and procedures, preventing errors and increasing 
the reliability of the data gathered by further studies (Dey, 2005). Feedback from the 
participants regarding the study’s operation was encouraged, with both formal and 
informal methods, ensuring that any further research conducted was optimised to 
capture data from the sample population effectively. Establishing the consumer needs 
during the development stage has already been identified as critical to the success of 
both a personalisation service (Piller et al., 2004) and the staging of an enjoyable 
experience (Forlizzi, 1997). 
 
The focus of this study was, primarily, people and their relationships with running 
shoes. To design a service offering a personalised product without understanding the 
consumer needs and desires can often result in failure (Corcoran, 2004; Williams, 
2010).  
 
6.1.1 Aim and Objectives 
The aims of this exploratory study were to obtain an overview of how and why people 
choose and purchase running shoes and to understand participants’ existing 
knowledge and attitude toward footwear personalisation services. In order to achieve 
this aim, the objectives are also similar to the overarching objectives of the research 
methodology: 
- To explore how participants buy their running shoes 
- To establish what influences them when buying running shoes 
- To identify what they use their running shoes for 
- To explore how they feel their running shoes could be improved 
- To understand participants’ knowledge and attitude toward current footwear 
personalisation. 
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The secondary aim of this exploratory study was to help define the operation of the 
future data collection methods concerning running shoes and their personalisation. To 
achieve this a series of objectives needed to be realised: 
- To conduct and moderate a full exploratory study 
- To record and interpret the results of the study 
- To receive feedback from participants of the study 
- To recognise the parts of the methodology that require attention and define 
requirements for future studies. 
 
6.2 Method 
Robson (2002) states that it is important to understand what type of data requires 
collection before selecting a suitable research method. Table 6.1 outlines different 
types of data and suitable data collection methods. The desired data for this research 
is highlighted. 
 
DATA REQUIRED SUITABLE METHODS 
What people do in public Observation 
What people do in private Interviews, focus groups, questionnaires, diary techniques 
Peoples’ thoughts, feelings and beliefs Interviews, focus groups, questionnaires, attitudinal scales 
To determine their abilities or measure 
intelligence/personality 
Standardised tests 
 
Table 6.1 | Suitable methods for different types of data (adapted from Robson, 2002) 
 
For this research data were required for participants’ actions and what they thought, 
felt and believed; observation, interviews, questionnaires, diary techniques and 
attitude scales were all identified as appropriate methods. At this exploratory stage 
selecting a method that could be implemented on a short-time scale and conducted 
over a short period of time was important; consequently, a focus group was selected. 
Using a focus group enabled the implementation of mixed methods, primarily 
interviews and questionnaires, within one study, to provide an indication of their 
suitability for future studies. It also affords the capture of a large amount of data over 
a small period of time, when compared to individual interviews (Morgan, 1997; 
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Robson, 2002; Stewart, Shamdasmi and Rook, 2007), and is quicker to setup and 
analyse than observation (Robson, 2002). Stewart et al. (2007) identifies focus groups 
as an ideal method for capturing initial data from which research hypotheses can be 
derived. Utilising mixed methods within a focus group also enables triangulation of the 
data, facilitating the discovery of prevalent themes and improving its reliability by the 
targeting of the objectives from a variety of different angles (Denzin, 1989).  
 
There are many additional benefits that a focus group can offer, including: 
- It is a flexible research method, if the moderator finds something of interest, they 
can explore in more depth immediately (Stewart et al., 2007) 
- Information may be uncovered that would remain unexplored with other research 
methods; ‘snowballing’ often occurs when participants build on one another’s 
statements (Stewart et al., 2007) and participants who may not contribute much in 
an interview may feel more comfortable as part of a group (Kitzinger, 1995) 
- It allows the observation of participants during the session, providing additional 
information, through their gestures, to support the verbal and written content 
(Greenbaum, 1998) 
- It exposes the author to the terminology used when participants talk about the 
subject of interest, allowing more understandable and effectively targeted future 
studies (Morgan, 1997). 
 
Many of the benefits of a focus group will, however, be negated if it is not 
appropriately conducted (Morgan, 1997). To conduct a focus group it is important to 
have a well-prepared moderator (Greenbaum, 1998); they must ensure all participants 
feel comfortable to contribute, minimise the effect of dominant participants and try to 
avoid biasing the study through their own conduct. The author referred to several 
sources of literature to prepare for the focus groups (Kitzinger, 1995; Morgan, 1997; 
Greenbaum, 2000; Langford and McDonagh, 2003; Stewart et al., 2007) and consulted 
researchers with prior experience from Loughborough University’s Design Ergonomics 
research group before conducting the study. 
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6.2.1 Sampling 
Convenience sampling, appropriate for ‘getting a feel’ for subjects and methods 
(Robson, 2002), was used for this study, allowing recruitment over a short timeframe 
(Oppenheim, 1992). There was an element of strategic sampling; participants were 
selected that wore running shoes for a range of different purposes, with the intention 
of uncovering an array of issues that required consideration when defining future 
studies. Comparisons were not to be made between participants, they were not 
representative of any population and the benefit derived would not justify the effort 
invested (Mason, 2002). 
 
Six participants were recruited for one single session, a number that allows for a 
suitable discussion (Kitzinger, 1995; Morgan, 1997), enables the capture of the desired 
data (Stewart et al., 2007) and is manageable for a novice moderator (Stewart et al., 
ibid.). All participants were based in the Design School at Loughborough University and 
were male, to encourage an environment in which everyone was comfortable to 
contribute (Langford and McDonagh, 2003). A female sample would be accounted for 
in further research. Participant details can be found in Appendix B.  
 
6.2.2 Focus Group Setup 
The study was conducted at Loughborough University’s Design School within a large 
open space, easy for participants to locate and a quiet and comfortable location 
conducive to a successful session (Morgan, 1997). Upon arrival the participants were 
randomly seated at a table with six spaces; the moderator was seated at the end of 
this table (see Figure 6.1), allowing a clear view of participants, enabling them to 
monitor behaviour and retain control of the session when required (Morgan, ibid.). 
The spaces were facing each other to encourage conversation. Table 6.2 details the 
different items provided for each participant at the start of the study. 
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ITEM PURPOSE 
1 x Participant identification character 
The character by which the participant would be identified in 
any reports made on this session 
1 x Participant consent form To inform of confidentiality and the right to withdraw 
1 x Information sheet 
Providing an itinerary and explanation of each exercise to be 
undertaken 
1 x Running shoe usage questionnaire To be completed at the start of the session 
1 x Round Robin sheet To be used in the first exercise  
1 x Label To write their name on, identifying themselves 
1 x Blank sheet of paper To use, if necessary, during the session 
1 x Pen As above 
1 x Pencil As above 
 
Table 6.2 | Items provided for each participant at the beginning of the focus group 
 
 
 
Figure 6.1 | Layout for exploratory focus group 
 
Copies of the written items can be found in Appendix C. A microphone was placed in 
the centre of the table to record the session; the quality of the audio captured was 
checked from each participant’s seating position prior to the study. A Microsoft 
PowerPoint presentation was displayed behind the moderator, providing information 
relating to each exercise, to help keep participants’ discussions focused on the chosen 
subject areas, e.g. for the round robin exercise the questions were displayed.  In the 
corner of the room, six pairs of sports footwear were arranged, with datasheets for the 
product personality profiling exercise (see Figure 6.2). 
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A guide, including a time plan and exercise description, was used by the moderator to 
help guide the session (Appendix C). The focus group was scheduled to last one and a 
half hours with refreshments and a break in the middle of the session. Before the first 
exercise began the moderator explained that participants should try and avoid 
interrupting each other during discussion; encouraging a good-natured session that is 
easy to transcribe (Morgan, 1997).  
 
The individual exercises were adapted from those outlined by Langford and McDonagh 
(2003). They were conducted in an order that the author felt would deliver the most 
useful data.  
 
6.2.2.1 Exercise 1: Round Robin Questionnaire 
Langford and McDonagh (2003) present this as a good ‘warm-up’ tool, allowing 
participants to become gently immersed in the topic of discussion. It also provided a 
method of capturing participants views before they, to some extent, converge 
together during the discussion (Morgan, 1997). Six different statements were 
presented on separate sheets of paper; all focusing on the aims of the focus group. The 
statements and their intended objectives are listed in Table 6.3. 
 
 
Figure 6.2 | Layout for the product personality profiling exercise 
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STATEMENT OBJECTIVE(S) 
Where do you buy your running shoes 
and why? 
- How participants purchase their running shoes 
- What influences participants when buying running shoes 
Please name your favourite running shoe 
brand and a reason why you like them  
- What influences participants when buying running shoes 
Please name your favourite sportswear 
brand and a reason why you like them 
- What influences participants when buying running shoes 
Running shoes could be improved by…  
- How participants feel their running shoes could be improved  
- What participants use their running shoes for  
The things that influence me when I’m 
buying running shoes are… 
- What influences participants when buying running shoes 
The most important thing to me in a 
running shoe is… 
- What influences participants when buying running shoes 
- What participants use their running shoes for 
 
Table 6.3 | Statements for round robin exercise 
 
Each participant had to respond to each statement with a simple answer; they were 
advised to take no longer than two to three minutes on each statement (see Figure 
6.3). Once the participant had completed the sheet in front of them they passed their 
sheet to the person to the right of them who then provided their answer. This process 
continued until each participant had responded to each statement. After this the 
moderator encouraged a discussion, involving all participants, by using their answers.  
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Figure 6.3 | A completed round robin sheet 
 
6.2.2.2 Exercise 2: Personal Running Shoes 
This exercise is also targeted at ‘breaking the ice’, and ensuring all participants are 
involved in the session (Langford and McDonagh, 2003). Participants were asked to 
bring their running shoes and everyday shoes with them to the focus group. Using 
these items as a discussion point, the participants were encouraged to talk about why 
they purchased their running shoes, what they like and dislike about them and the 
reason for having different running shoes and everyday shoes. 
 
6.2.2.3 Exercise 3: Running Shoe Use 
At the start of the session the participants were asked to complete a simple 
questionnaire listing the type of activities they carry out in their running shoes (see 
Figure 6.4), which the moderator then used as a stimulus, asking participants about 
their answers to the questionnaire to encourage a discussion. The sheets were 
collected for later evaluation. 
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Figure 6.4 | A running shoe use questionnaire 
 
6.2.2.4 Exercise 4: Product Personality Profiling 
Six different pairs of sports footwear were displayed (see Table 6.4) including two pairs 
of running shoes, and the participants were provided with a response sheet to 
complete for each pair (see Figure 6.5). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 6.4 | Footwear used in the personality profiling exercise 
 
The sports footwear was selected in a conceptual mapping exercise (Appendix D) to 
ensure they varied in perceived aesthetics, cost, comfort and performance. Each pair 
was assigned a different number. Participants were asked to complete one response 
sheet for each pair of the footwear. 
FOOTWEAR DETAILS 
1 New Balance 660 - White, black & silver 
2 Aldo Slip-On - grey distressed 
3 Nike Court Force Hi Max 95 - White, lime & grey 
4 Adidas Supernova 10 - Orange, silver & black 
5 Vans Bercy – Brown & black 
6 Reebok ERS Racer - Purple & blue 
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The participants were asked to picture the products as a person and identify a number 
of personality and lifestyle characteristics; name, gender, age, occupation, 
accommodation, transport, personality, holidays, home environment, shop for food, 
shop for clothes, drinks, reads, pets and music. The response sheet provided examples 
in each category to help the participants with their answers. The answers provided an 
insight as to how the participants perceived footwear, and more specifically, how the 
two pairs of running shoes were perceived with respect to the other footwear. Figure 
6.6 shows participants undertaking this exercise.  
 
 
Figure 6.5 | Sports footwear with product personality sheets 
 
 
Figure 6.6 | Participants undertaking the product personality profiling exercise 
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6.2.2.5 Exercise 5: Personalisation Introduction 
The participants were shown a brief PowerPoint presentation that demonstrated the 
main ways in which sports footwear can currently be personalised, utilising the 
previously explored sources (see Section 3.8). Following this, the moderator asked 
questions concerning participants’ views and experience of sports footwear 
personalisation services. 
 
6.2.3 Feedback Forms 
After the session participants were emailed feedback forms asking for their opinion on 
the focus group and how they felt it could be improved. The completed forms were 
used to assess the validity of this study’s method and provide guidance for future 
research studies. A copy of the data from the completed feedback forms can be found 
in Appendix E. 
 
6.3 Data Analysis 
Some initial data analysis took place during the study, as the moderator assessed 
completed sheets and directed the session appropriately. Participants may, as a 
consequence of the group dynamic, behave differently during a focus group than they 
would in private (Morgan, 1997). A more detailed analysis of the data was essential 
after the focus group. 
 
Two sets of data were collected during and after this study: data set 1 concerning the 
research aims and objectives and data set 2 related to methodological concerns for 
future research activities. The data were comprised of: audio recordings of the session, 
completed round robin sheets, running shoe use questionnaires, personality profiling 
sheets, feedback forms and hand written notes by the moderator. The audio recording 
of the focus group was transcribed verbatim, and entered, along with all relevant data 
into NVivo, the qualitative data analysis software. These data were shared between 
the two data sets and analysed separately, using the same basic method: the data 
were initially coded to match with the research objectives, allowing a collection of data 
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for each objective. These collections were analysed further and emergent themes and 
links were identified.   
 
The small number of participants in this study was considered during the data analysis; 
divergences in the data were highlighted, as opposed to hidden, to reveal a breadth of 
information on the topic areas. The findings were not generalisable; a study of this 
scale, conveniently sampled, could not be used to provide definitive answers to the 
objectives. 
 
6.4 Results and Discussion 
The findings from the data gathered during the exercises are detailed in this section. 
Methodological concerns are addressed in the following section. 
 
6.4.1 Exercise 1: Round Robin Questionnaire 
This exercise took over twice its allocated time, lasting thirty-five minutes in total, as a 
consequence, the last of the six questions, concerning the most important running 
shoe characteristics, was not discussed. This decision was taken by the moderator as 
the answers provided on the sheet were very similar to the previous statement, which 
covered running shoe purchase influences. As these statements targeted nearly all of 
the research objectives, spending an extended period discussing them with interested 
participants was not problematic in any aspect other than time consumption (Stewart 
et al., 2007). This section contains brief summaries of the written answers given to 
each statement and the subsequent discussion. The written answers are included 
where appropriate and can be found in full in Appendix F.   
 
6.4.1.1 Where do you buy your running shoes and why? 
Participants provided a range of purchase locations for running shoes and a variety of 
reasons (see Table 6.5). In the subsequent discussion, three primary reasons for 
selecting particular locations became apparent: value for money, variety and fit related 
issues: comfort, support and injury prevention. Those primarily seeking variety and 
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value for money shopped in a general sportswear store, e.g. JJB Sports, or TK Maxx, 
both stores perceived by many as offering a large variety of discounted products 
(Mintel Marketing Intelligence, 2009b). Those most interested in a good fit and related 
benefits shopped in a specialist running store for the additional advice offered by the 
retail staff, even though the advice was considered rudimentary. 
 
PARTICIPANT 
A Sports shops as they have a big variety. 
B 
Taiwan mainly – my girlfriend often buys them as I hate clothes shopping. In the UK I just go to the 
nearest shop. 
C Sports shop or outdoor shop (Blacks etc). 
D Specialist running shop. In hope of specialist advice on the correct shoe for running gait etc. 
E TK Maxx or a sports shop – always looking for good value. 
F Running shoe store where I can get advice about fit and support. 
 
Table 6.5 | Written participant answers to the question ‘Where do you buy your running shoes and why?’ 
 
6.4.1.2 Please name your favourite running shoe brand and a reason why you like 
them 
This statement garnered a range of responses, three of the participants were unsure of 
a favourite brand, though stated that fit of the footwear was important when making a 
selection. One of the three participants selected the brands Mizuno, New Balance and 
Asics as interesting brands because of their perception as serious running shoes. 
Another participant had always worn Asics, because of assumed quality, but his 
recently increased knowledge of shoe fit meant that he would, in future, pick a shoe 
that suited the desired purpose, regardless of brand. The other three participants each 
named a different brand: Nike, Salomon and Mizuno for reasons, primarily, of fit and 
comfort and additionally, for one participant, durability. One participant repeatedly 
purchased the same specific model because of their initial positive experience with the 
shoe.  
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6.4.1.3 Please name your favourite sportswear brand and a reason why you like 
them 
The reasons for participants’ selection of favourite sportswear brands were broader 
than those for the running shoe brands. Nike was selected by one participant because 
of the brand’s ‘style’ and by another because of the fit of their sportswear. One 
participant provided criteria to choose his sportswear: aesthetics, cost and fit, 
maintaining no brand allegiance. Adidas and a fair-trade brand, Epona, were selected 
by two of the remaining participants; the other participant did not have a preference. 
This was a short conversation as it was not related to footwear in the way intended; 
the aim was to explore the participants’ priorities when purchasing sportswear to 
allow for comparison with their priorities when purchasing running shoes. It may have 
been more preferable to concentrate on the running shoes only with a different 
question, for example, ‘How important are the aesthetics of your running shoe, and 
why?’ Although it would be interesting to understand how participants’ preferences 
varied between sportswear and running shoes, it is probably unnecessary when 
specifying a service which focuses on running shoes. 
 
6.4.1.4 Running shoes could be improved by…  
Different answers were given by each participant to this statement, some were related 
to the actual shoe, one participant wanted a lighter shoe, one, a waterproof shoe, 
because they cycle often, and another a more durable shoe. Two of the participants 
wanted improvements in the service provided by the retailer, allowing them to try 
shoes for a sustained period and the provision of a clearer definition of function for 
each shoe. The final participant also desired better shoe suitability but post-purchase, 
wanting footwear with soles that could be adapted to different running environments.  
 
6.4.1.5 The things that influence me when I’m buying running shoes are… 
All participants listed comfort when completing this statement, brand, price and style 
factors also featured prominently (see Table 6.6). Participant C repeatedly purchases 
shoes by a particular brand, Salomon, after acting on a recommendation from a friend. 
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They provide the comfort and performance he requires when orienteering. Participant 
E stated that he intentionally avoids big brands (Nike, Adidas etc) believing they are 
less ethical, an important factor for his purchasing behaviour, something another 
participant concurred with. It appears this question was interpreted as ‘What is 
important to me in a running shoe?’ Perhaps, as a consequence, there was no mention 
of how the store environment or retail staff may affect a purchase. The moderator, 
therefore, asked questions to steer the discussion in the direction of the purchasing 
environment. One participant stated that they would not buy shoes from a market 
stall, even if they were exactly the same as the shoes in the store; the purchasing 
environment influences their behaviour.  
 
PARTICIPANT 
A 1st Brand, 2nd Price, 3rd Comfort. 
B Comfort & Price – also nothing to brash or loud (visually!). 
C Comfort & Brand. 
D Injury reduction, Comfort. 
E Cost, Style & Colour, Comfort – NOT big brands. 
F Comfort & Stability. 
 
Table 6.6 | Written participant answers to the statement ‘The things that influence me when I’m buying 
running shoes are…’ 
 
6.4.1.6 The most important thing to me in a running shoe is… 
The answers provided for this statement are very similar to that of the previous 
statement, with comfort given as an answer by five of the six participants. Other 
responses were fit related (injury prevention and support) and performance related 
(durability, grip and waterproof), though each of these was only mentioned once.  
 
6.4.1.7 Summary 
A comfortable shoe that fits well is of high importance to each participant, concurring 
with findings in the literature review (Collazzo, 1988; Marti, 1989; Stuhlfaut and 
Sullivan, 2007; Mintel Marketing Intelligence, 2010a; Schubert et al., 2011). 
Performance, value for money, variety, aesthetics, brand and ethics are all factors that 
may influence participants when purchasing running shoes. The brand appears to be 
154 
important to some participants, their perception of a particular brand will influence 
whether they purchase a particular shoe. This is similar to the behaviour of some 
consumers with lower-cost products (Hoyer and Brown, 1990; Ajzen, 2008). 
Participants purchase shoes from a range of different, physical, locations: specialist 
running stores, sportswear stores, general discount retailers and outdoor stores. 
 
6.4.2 Exercise 2: Personal Running Shoes 
This exercise lasted ten minutes, five minutes less than the time allocated, shortened 
as a consequence of the extended duration of the prior exercise. The moderator asked 
only two participants, A and D, to show their running shoes, selected because of their 
contrasting styles and conditions (see Figure 6.7), allowing more time to be spent on 
the other exercises. 
 
 
 
Participant A showed his first, a pair of well worn Nike Air Max 95s; purchased because 
they were cheap, looked comfortable and had visible cushioning along the full length 
of the shoe, a feature not common in running shoes. He said he disliked the colours 
but, because it was a good model, they did not concern him. One participant said he 
would not buy them because he would be worried about damaging the visible air 
technology in the midsole. Participant D showed his shoes, Asics Kayano 13, and 
explained that he purchased these after consulting with staff at a specialist running 
store about pain he was experiencing in his shins. However, the shoes have been 
ineffective; now he believes that he purchased the incorrect shoes. He purchased 
them believing Asics were a good brand, and that buying expensive shoes would make 
them more effective at preventing injury/discomfort. He went on to state that he 
Figure 6.7 | Nike Air Max 95s (left) and Asics Kayano 13 (right) 
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would be willing to pay double what he had spent on this shoe, £100, to run pain-free 
and would also consider cheaper footwear. Participant F stated that he has a similar 
approach to participant D in his purchasing habits.  
 
6.4.2.1 Summary 
Comfort and injury prevention were key concerns to these participants when 
purchasing running shoes; participant A accepted an unsatisfactory aesthetic to satisfy 
these requirements, corresponding with Stuhlfaut and Sullivan’s participants attitudes 
towards aesthetics (2007). Price was also a constant factor; participant A purchased his 
shoe because it was cheap and two of the participants stated that they were willing to 
pay a price premium for a comfortable shoe. Brand and the shoes’ appearance were 
also highlighted as purchase influences. 
 
6.4.3 Exercise 3: Running Shoe Use 
The moderator used the results from the questionnaire (see Table 6.7) to initiate a 
discussion. Participants use their running shoes for multiple activities; running is one of 
the most popular, alongside wearing them to work. Five of the six participants play 
sports in their running shoes with three of the group using them for tennis, despite this 
type of shoe not really being suitable. Four of the six participants go shopping in their 
running shoes and a third of the participants wear them to the gym. There was a large 
spread of other activities carried out by individual participants. From the questionnaire 
the consensus was that running shoes are most often used for practical physical 
activities. 
 
In the discussion that followed this statement was reinforced; however, there were 
distinctions: three of the participants used running shoes as their ‘everyday’ shoes, 
wearing them to work, shop and carry out physical activity, two used them just for 
exercising and activities where they were not in a social environment, such as 
gardening and household tasks and the final participant did not explain his choices. 
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Everyone agreed that they do not, in general, wear their running shoes to social 
events. 
 
 
Table 6.7 | Results of the running shoe use questionnaire 
 
6.4.3.1 Summary 
Results are similar to those in the literature review (Stuhlfaut and Sullivan, 2007; 
Branthwaite and Chockalingam, 2009): participants use their running shoes for a 
variety of activities, primarily for physical activity and everyday wear. The frequency 
with which participants wear their running shoes for the different activities was not 
established; this would have allowed a clear definition of their running shoe use. 
 
6.4.4 Exercise 4: Product Personality Profiling 
This exercise lasted ten minutes longer than its allocated time and was the only 
exercise that did not feature a subsequent discussion; completing the forms took much 
longer than anticipated. This provided a significant disadvantage when analysing the 
data; several assumptions are made regarding the participants’ selections. The in-
depth list of responses can be found in Appendix G. 
 
6.4.4.1 Footwear 1: New Balance 660 
None of the characters envisaged in relation to this shoe (see Figure 6.8) were 
particularly interesting. Names used include John and Geoff and jobs such as taxi 
ACTIVITY Participants ACTIVITY (Cont’d) Participants 
Play other Sports A, B, C, D, E Fitness Walking A 
Running A, B, D, F Football E 
Shopping A, B, C, E Gardening F 
Wear to place of work/study A, B, C, E Hiking C 
Tennis A, D, E Household tasks D 
Gym D, F Orienteering C 
Adventure Racing C Other activities F 
Badminton E Squash D 
Cycling B Wear to social events B 
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driver, teacher and accountant display a potential lack of individuality. The choice of 
taxi driver twice and engineering student identify the shoe as a functional object. The 
average age given to shoe was just under 30; the highest age of all six shoes which 
identified it as a style that participants believed may appeal to older people.  Five of 
the six participants perceived the shoe to be a masculine and one participant thought 
the shoe was feminine. Some of the personality traits were quiet, friendly and dull, 
which was listed more than once. The home environments provided were either plain 
or traditional environments. There was a wide range of accommodation, holiday and 
transport choices that did not fit any particular stereotype. Participants typified the 
shoe as neutral, bland and dated. 
 
 
 
Figure 6.8 | New Balance 660 (left) and Aldo Slip-On (right) 
 
6.4.4.2 Footwear 2: Aldo Slip-On 
The occupations associated with this shoe (see Figure 6.8) were primarily low-income 
positions, with four participants picturing the shoes as students. This was strengthened 
with the accommodation and transport choices; none of the characters created owned 
property or a vehicle. There were many low cost holiday options; camping and 
domestic holidays both feature twice. There was, however, a creative aspect; two 
participants envisaged the shoe as a fine art student and web designer.  This theme 
continued into the personality where ‘trendy’ was one of the key qualities, along with 
warmth. The average age given is just over 20, showing the shoe is perhaps perceived 
as a youthful design. Two of the participants pictured the shoe as female so it’s not an 
overly masculine design. The food section, which provided no useful information for 
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the other shoes, portrays this shoe as a vegetarian, perhaps participants envisaged it 
as unaggressive or it may be a direct reference to the materials used, it is difficult to be 
conclusive.  The home environment was often envisaged as being messy, yet cosy. The 
names provided do not enforce any particular characteristic. Participants perceived 
this shoe as artistic, cheap, welcoming and scruffy. 
 
6.4.4.3 Footwear 3: Nike Court Force Hi Max 95 
The more uncommon names of Tristan, Devon and Tarquine were mixed amongst 
rather more familiar names such as Matt, Nigel and Darren for this shoe (see Figure 
6.9). Five of the six participants envisaged this shoe as a young person. The other, 
whilst giving the shoe an older age, attributed what looks like an immature personality 
to the shoe. Other participants echoed this theme with character traits such as 
annoying, loud and boastful applied. Participants’ choice of holiday destination also 
enhanced this perception, with Ibiza named by three of the participants. The shoe was 
certainly perceived as masculine and three of the participants reinforced this 
sentiment with transport choices of sports cars and 4 x 4s. Occupations such as the 
Territorial Army further suggest this masculinity. The choice of all low or no income 
occupations perhaps indicates that participants perceive the shoe as largely 
functionless. The accommodation and home environment categories feature mixed 
answers that provide little further insight. This shoe was viewed as masculine, 
extrovert and ostentatious. 
 
 
Figure 6.9 | Nike Court Force Hi Max 95 (left) and Adidas Supernova 10 (right) 
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6.4.4.4 Footwear 4: Adidas Supernova 10 
Opinions on this shoe (see Figure 6.9) were markedly split making it more difficult to 
classify the shoe. All participants agreed that it was a masculine shoe and provided, 
what could be perceived as, commonplace names, e.g. Chris, Martin and James. Three 
of the six participants pictured the shoe as a slightly older man whose profession was 
one which required a tertiary education, such as architecture, IT and teaching. The 
other three participants thought the shoes conveyed someone who is young, 
confident, and possibly arrogant. These personality traits are enhanced by five of the 
six participants who provide hatchbacks as a method of transport; a popular car 
selection amongst ‘exuberant’ young men in the United Kingdom (Mintel Marketing 
Intelligence, 2011b). The home environments were largely minimalist and modern 
perhaps conveying the functionality of the design. The holiday choices and occupation 
provide mixed answers; making it more difficult to draw anything significant from 
them. Overall, masculine, functional and slightly brash were key characteristics of this 
shoe.  
 
6.4.4.5 Footwear 5: Vans Bercy 
All of the participants viewed this shoe (see Figure 6.10) as male and five believed it 
would be a student. Alternative modes of transport such as BMX and skateboard were 
named by the larger part of the group, and several of the music selections were types 
of rock music, including grunge, twice. This selections point to a skater/surfer image 
the participants appear to have perceived of the shoe. This is the only shoe where the 
music choice helped to shape the overall perception. The answers provided home 
environments that all pointed to a space that was full: ranging from clean to messy. 
The personality was a mix of quiet and confident, and the rest of the categories were 
similarly blurred. The age, accommodation, occupation and holiday choices provide an 
image of a fun-seeking young male. The name choices identify the shoe to be 
unremarkable, e.g. Ben, Dan and Simon. This shoe was viewed by participants as 
masculine and embodied the associated lifestyle of those who enjoy extreme sports.  
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Figure 6.10 | Vans Bercy (left) and Reebok ERS Racer (right) 
 
6.4.4.6 Footwear 6: Reebok ERS Racer 
A cohesive set of opinions was not found in any category for this shoe (see Figure 
6.10). One participant viewed it as an older female, with the rest of the participants 
picturing it as a younger man. Teachers and students were mentioned twice each as 
occupations, with designer and technician the remaining occupations. The personality 
traits are a mix, though outgoing was one of the stronger characteristics. Apart from 
this, the categories age, name, accommodation, transport, home environment and 
holidays, featured no dominant answers making it difficult to draw conclusions. 
 
6.4.4.7 Comparison of Footwear  
The two running shoes, footwear 1 and 4, were viewed differently from one another. 
The New Balance shoe was perceived as quite bland and neutral in its design whereas 
the Adidas shoe was more masculine and flashy. The shoes’ condition may have been a 
contributing factor in this. The New Balances were old and dirty whilst the Adidas 
shoes were new and clean. The Adidas design is also more modern than the New 
Balance shoe and the black colour may be perceived as more masculine than the other 
shoe’s white. There were some similar themes in the answers: only two participants 
thought that student was a suitable occupation for the running shoes; perhaps they 
believed they were more mature designs than the other shoes. The shoes did feature 
more muted aesthetics than the Nike and the Reebok pairs. Similar selections were 
also made in other categories, for example, there were many hatchbacks selected as a 
method of transport and the home environment was often modern and minimal, 
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perhaps representing function without aesthetics. It is assumed that it was clear to 
participants from looking at these two shoes that they were running shoes, perhaps 
this clarity in function translated in some of the participants’ choices.  
 
The other sports footwear, by comparison, featured a lot more flexible occupations, 
with students listed frequently. This may well be because many of the shoes have no 
clear singular function. As mentioned previously this footwear was, generally, viewed 
as younger than the running shoes. Most of these shoes featured brighter colours; this 
may have led to participants identifying them as more youthful. The Vans Bercy was 
strongly aligned with the type of person the shoe was designed for, those with an 
interest in alternative sports. It was more difficult to associate any one type of person 
for the remaining sports footwear, the Aldo Slip-on, Nike Court Force and Reebok ERS 
Racer. Creative and flashy are characteristics that were shared by these shoes. These 
results support the hypothesis that running shoes may elicit a stronger semantic 
response than fashion shoes (Crilly et al., 2004); with participants more concerned 
about the shoes’ functionality than how they look (Stuhlfaut and Sullivan, 2007; 
Schubert et al., 2011).  
 
6.4.5 Exercise 5: Personalisation Introduction 
The time elapsed for this exercise was five minutes greater than its scheduled ten 
minutes. This section contains a summary of the discussion that followed the 
moderator’s presentation. Initially, the moderator asked the participants for their 
thoughts on personalisation and if anyone had experience of using personalisation 
services. One participant described their experience with personalisation, having 
previously used an expensive custom orthotics service. He stated that he would not 
use the service again for the same cost (expensive), and would only be interested in 
personalisation if he knew the service was going to reduce the knee and shin pain he 
experienced. Additionally he felt that if a friend recommended a service to him he 
would be more attracted by it.  Another participant agreed, saying he would spend 
£240 for a service if he knew he could get personalised footwear that let him run free 
of pain. One participant talked about his experience with personalisation, using the 
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NikeiD service at NikeTown in London; he explained that he found selecting the colours 
a difficult process because of the number of choices and that, in future, he would only 
use the service if it was the same price as mass produced shoes; something another 
participant agreed with. He was not interested in personalisation for performance and 
comfort because he does not feel pain when he runs and did not believe that the 
current services could guarantee him improved comfort.  
 
One of the participants had used the Puma Mongolian Shoe BBQ toolkit online and felt 
that some of the aesthetic choices provided were inappropriate. They were interested 
in material choices that may provide functional benefits, for example, waterproof 
options. Another participant had experimented with several of the online services, 
including YourReebok and Mi Adidas and had ordered a pair of shoes using the NikeiD 
service. They liked the uniqueness of the final product, a ‘one of a kind’. To partake in 
functional personalisation this participant would need to have the shoe fitted and 
would not have the confidence in a service purely based online. Price was a barrier to 
one of the participants; if the price were similar to that of standard shoes, they would 
be interested in buying a voucher for a personalisation service as a present for their 
sister.  
 
6.4.5.1 Summary 
All of the participants were aware of personalisation, two had purchased shoes using 
one of the current online services and one had purchased shoes with custom orthotics. 
Some of the participants felt that the current services did not provide good value for 
money, and, additionally, in comparison with standard shoes, were doubtful of the 
benefits, a finding echoed by Yessin (2008). To improve the services, participants 
desired optimised levels and type of choices and, if personalised comfort and 
performance was to be offered, a fitting session. It was not all negative feedback, one 
participant liked the exclusivity of the resultant product and was happy to commit 
without physically interacting with the product. 
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6.4.6 Summary of Exercise Findings 
The findings from this focus group provide a useful starting point for further work in 
this area. Participants consider many intrinsic aspects when purchasing running shoes 
including: comfort, fit, value for money, appearance, variety, brand and ethics. 
Comfort and fit appears to be of importance to each participant, corresponding with 
the literature review (Collazzo; 1988; Marti, 1989; Stuhlfaut and Sullivan, 2007; Mintel 
Marketing Intelligence, 2010b; Schubert et al., 2011). It is clear from the data that 
participants rank the importance of different factors when making purchase decisions 
and, in some instances, may accept an unsatisfactory lesser factor if other, more 
important, factors are satisfied. Certain participants assume that higher priced 
footwear is of greater quality and, because of this, may ignore other factors.  
 
The appearance of the sports footwear influenced participants’ perception, and for 
running shoes, as theorised in the literature review (see Section 4.3.1), the semantic 
principles were perhaps the strongest; participants viewing them as more functional 
footwear than the other leisure shoes provided. The colours, condition and the 
silhouette of the footwear all appear to impact participants’ opinion of a particular pair 
of shoes. 
 
Participants purchase from multiple locations, and those seeking further advice on fit 
and performance aspects go to specialist running stores, consistent with previous 
research (Stuhlfaut and Sullivan, 2007). Once purchased these running shoes are 
utilised by participants as multi-purpose footwear, also consistent with findings in the 
literature review (Stuhlfaut and Sullivan, 2007; Branthwaite and Chockalingam, 2009). 
Participants use them for everyday wear and for a wide-array of physical activities, 
some of which they are inappropriate for, e.g. racquet sports; running shoes are not 
designed to support the required lateral movement necessary in such activities. 
 
Considering sports footwear personalisation, there was a general awareness of the 
current services and a level of interest from most of the participants. Some of the 
participants questioned whether current services were good value for money and 
proposed improved choices, both aesthetic and functional and a fitting session, if 
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comfort and performance personalisation is to be offered. One participant liked that 
they could define themselves as an ‘individual’ through personalisation. Participants’ 
desired improvements to fit and function of their footwear; personalisation may be an 
enabler of this (Piller, 2006; Salles and Gyi, 2010).  
 
It is important to note that, while the findings from the product personality profiling 
and personalisation exercise are interesting, they provide little information that can be 
used without further research; the answers given are personal opinions from a small, 
convenience sample. The data from the other exercises are more useful, providing lists 
of reasons, for example, why people may buy certain types of running shoes and 
actions, for example, what people may then use these running shoes for. These are not 
proportionally representative of any population; however, when developing a service 
focused on running shoes, it is important to consider the possible reasons why 
consumers will purchase the running shoes they do and the subsequent activities they 
may use them for.  
 
6.5 Methodological Issues 
In this section, the methodological issues uncovered during this study, by the 
moderator and from participant feedback, are detailed and measures to improve the 
reliability of future data collection methods are considered.  
 
6.5.1 Review of Individual Exercises 
6.5.1.1 Round Robin Exercise 
This exercise took twenty minutes longer than allocated. The moderator, by stressing 
that this is a simple exercise, that requires simple answers, should encourage faster 
completion of the sheets. Care should be taken, however, that participants are not 
rushed, it is important they feel comfortable in the environment (Morgan, 1997). 
 
The statements provided were an unsuitable collection: some were misdirected and 
others collected largely the same responses. For future research it was necessary that 
CHAPTER 6 | EXPLORATORY STUDY 
 165 
any statements provided were closely derived from the research objectives and 
worded carefully to ensure clarity and differentiation from one another.  
 
Participants submitted largely positive feedback about this exercise and much of the 
discussion was useful; lengthening the time allocated for this and removing either one 
or two of the statements would ensure that each statement could be explored to an 
appropriate depth. 
 
6.5.1.2 Personal Running Shoes 
The main issue with this activity was that, due to the time restrictions, four of the 
participants were not able to talk about their shoes, certain participants were unhappy 
about this, having brought running shoes with them. Where participants have 
expended effort it should be valued. The conversation focused heavily on only one of 
the three areas of investigation originally identified; the moderator must refer to their 
guide to ensure each topic is covered during less structured research activities. 
Participant A was unhappy that other participants were allowed to make negative 
statements about his running shoes, this must be avoided; the moderator should 
outline a suitable set of ground rules during the introduction phase of group activities.  
 
The everyday shoes were not utilised; drawing them into the discussion may well take 
the focus away from the running shoes and, taking into consideration the time 
limitations, would probably derive little benefit. 
 
6.5.1.3 Running Shoe Use 
Participants commented that this exercise went well. One participant thought it would 
be a good idea to discuss what users do not use running shoes for. Whilst it would be 
interesting to identify why running shoes are not used for certain activities, the focus 
should remain on what they are used for and why, concentrating on the research 
objectives. Another participant suggested moving this exercise to before the ‘Personal 
Running Shoe’ exercise. The benefit of the current arrangement is that participants 
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have shown their running shoes first and will most probably find it easier, when 
making comments regarding their usage, to relate back to them.  
 
The completion of the questionnaire prior to the exercise allowed the moderator to 
frame questions to participants based on their response. However, given time to 
collate the responses before the session, the moderator would be able to direct the 
exercise more effectively, targeting the required research objectives. Permitting more 
time to complete the questionnaires will also allow participants to consider their 
answers more carefully. It was decided for future studies that questionnaires should 
be sent out in advance of the session. 
 
6.5.1.4 Personality Profiling Exercise  
This exercise yielded the least satisfactory results, took ten minutes longer than its 
initial fifteen-minute run time, featured no discussion and several participants were 
unhappy and unclear with how to approach the exercise. It is clear that the forms 
provided are flawed in their present format. There are too many categories, some of 
which are irrelevant; pets, food, drinks and shops for food are all examples that 
provided little useful information. There were also too many examples which 
participants ended up copying from. Towards the end it was evident that some 
participants had lost interest in the exercise and had, in some cases, started to record, 
what seems to be, inappropriate answers such as ‘Charles the scatter boy’ as a name. 
Reducing the number of shoes, limiting the number of alternatives provided as 
examples, giving a verbal example to the group or completing the exercise as a group 
activity were all outlined as possible future protocols.  
 
Another problem noted was that for international participants the examples did not 
resonate, making their results more difficult to interpret. One example is a participant 
putting down ‘Albert’ as a name, which is not unusual for a 40 - 60 year-old man in 
their country; however, in the United Kingdom it may be associated with older men. 
Perhaps a discussion would have revealed these differences. For a small number of 
participants the sample was too heterogeneous (Robson, 2002), it was already 
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established for subsequent research that strategic sampling would be employed, 
targeting different types of consumers from one country, to negate this issue.  
 
The footwear used also affected the quality of the results; they were of varying age, 
size and cleanliness. To allow the participants to focus on the shoes’ appearance, these 
differences were undesirable; the shoes should be presented as if they were on display 
within a store environment. Providing a single brand is also desirable, preventing 
participant bias toward certain shoes based on their preconceptions of the brands. 
The inclusion of the other sports footwear meant that the author spent a large period 
of time considering how this footwear was perceived, although this allowed a 
comparison with running shoes, the results are very subjective and add little quality 
data to the overall research. For future research activities, it was decided that the 
primary focus should be running shoes, as it is their perception that is of importance.  
 
Analysis of this exercise is subjective, and the moderator’s perception of the results 
will not entirely accurately reflect what participants intended when they made their 
selections, ensuring a discussion of results allows participants to provide context to 
their choices. Developing an element of research that yields quantitative data that 
cannot be misconstrued is desirable; attitudinal scales are a method of collecting 
peoples’ thoughts, feelings and beliefs (Robson, 2002) that may be utilised in future 
data collections. 
 
6.5.1.5 Personalisation Exercise 
This exercise was hindered by the ineffectiveness of the digital projector, which made 
the initial presentation difficult to follow, careful use of media is important for further 
research. Participants felt that the moderator’s initial line of questioning was not 
conducive to a relevant discussion because it lacked direction. The moderator must 
define clearly what is expected from an exercise and then direct the discussion 
accordingly. In addition, detailing the current personalisation services more clearly 
would make the topic easier to understand. The results of this exercise were biased 
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because the majority of participants already had a good understanding of 
personalisation; future studies would employ more strategic sampling. 
 
6.5.2 Running Time 
The focus group ran for 35 minutes longer than scheduled (see Table 6.8), due largely 
to the round robin questionnaire taking more time than allocated. The overrun was 
not due, in anyway, to the moderator or participants’ conduct. For future studies, a 
more flexible time plan was important, allowing extra time for exercises where 
participants were enthusiastic and useful data were gathered and avoiding the 
frustration associated with an overrun session (Morgan, 1997). Improved organisation, 
for example, emailing the running shoe use questionnaire prior to the session, would 
also optimise the time spent during the session.  
 
EXERCISE 
Intended 
Duration 
(mins) 
Actual Duration 
(mins) 
Difference 
(mins) 
Welcome 5 5 0 
Introduction 5 10 5 
Round Robin questionnaire 15 35 20 
Personal Running shoes 15 10 -5 
Refreshment Break 10 10 0 
Running shoe use 10 10 0 
Product Personality Profiling 15 25 10 
Personalisation 10 15 5 
End of Session 5 5 0 
TOTAL 90 125 35 
 
Table 6.8 | The intended and actual duration of the exploratory study 
 
6.5.3 Behaviour of participants 
Participants were well behaved and courteous and the majority involved themselves in 
conversations. There were a small number of interruptions when someone else was 
speaking but the moderator kept these to a minimum. 
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6.5.4 Moderator Conduct 
From the feedback forms, participant A believed the moderator could have 
encouraged some of the quieter participants to speak a little more. Analysis of the 
transcription revealed that the moderator did have a tendency to focus the 
conversation on certain participants.  Participant C thought that the rules of conduct 
could have been stated more clearly by the moderator at the beginning of the session 
to minimise the need for interruptions. A set of printed rules may be included as part 
of the information sheet. From analysis of the transcription of the study it became 
clear that there were some consistent flaws in the moderator’s conduct. 
 
6.5.4.1 No expansion of interesting threads 
Often an interesting conversation started that could have been expanded upon but the 
moderator changed the subject. For example: 
 
Moderator: “Participant E you have put that you would probably try Mizuno, New 
Balance or Asics, why’s that?” 
 
Participant E: “Just because I have heard from other people that they are good running 
shoe brands but I don’t think I’d ever have any brand loyalty. Every time I buy a pair of 
shoes I want something different to what I had last time.” 
 
At this point the moderator moved onto the next question instead of enquiring why 
the participant wanted a different pair of shoes each time. 
 
6.5.4.2 Allows discussion to lose appropriate focus 
Some of the participants would try to counsel other participants regarding their 
running shoe selection, which, whilst insightful, was not within the scope of this 
session. The moderator should intervene, tactfully, more quickly.  
 
6.5.4.3 Introduction of opinion during moderation 
The moderator, at least once, showed their opinion through the means of a question. 
This should be avoided. An example: 
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Moderator: “I wouldn’t consider Salomon as one of the major brands to be wearing. If 
you said something like Nike, they have a strong reputation for aesthetics but if you say 
Salomon is that because of the reputation for good products?” 
 
6.5.4.4 Question not clear enough 
Some questions were evidently not clear enough as they prompted a low response 
rate and further questioning was required from the moderator. For example: 
 
Moderator: “Did anyone consider the environment, they were in, and how that 
influenced them when they were buying the shoes?” 
 
Questions should be clear for everyone of the appropriate knowledge level to 
understand. 
 
6.5.5 Sample Selection 
The sampling of participants for this focus group minimises the extent to which 
conclusions can be drawn from the resultant data, although this was anticipated 
before the study. It was a small, primarily, convenience sampled group of males, nearly 
all of whom have been exposed to sports footwear personalisation. All but one of the 
participants were from the United Kingdom. To improve the quality and reliability of 
future data, as established when defining the methodology, strategic sampling will be 
employed, representative, where possible, of the target population, of both sexes and 
the United Kingdom. Designing a service to accommodate multiple countries and 
relevant cultural references is not feasible within the scope of this research. 
 
6.5.6 Equipment provided 
The microphone recorded all participants and the moderator clearly, allowing for an 
accurate transcription of the focus group. The blank sheet of paper and pencils 
provided were left unused by all participants. The digital projector was quite loud and 
the picture was unclear, due to unmanageable natural light levels in the room. 
Additionally the presentation itself was hastily constructed and was not useful for all of 
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the exercises. For future studies, the media employed and materials supplied required 
careful consideration to ensure they were of benefit to the sessions.  
 
6.5.7 Summary 
In addition to providing data to direct future research, useful information has been 
gathered on how to conduct effective research. From this a set of general 
recommendations to consider when designing and implementing studies was derived:  
 
Study Design: 
- A flexible time plan should be devised, allowing all exercises to be completed 
effectively, without the session exceeding the defined run time 
- Content should be developed to effectively target the research objectives 
- Statements employed should be clear and distinctive 
- Exercises should be of an appropriate scale, to maintain participants’ interest 
- Forms should be piloted to test duration required to complete 
- The moderator should ensure that participants’ preparation for a session is not 
wasted 
- Questionnaires that require contemplation from the participant and analysis 
from the author should, where possible, be completed prior to the study 
- Any footwear employed should be standardised where necessary, i.e. size, 
condition and brand, ensuring participants focus on the intended differences 
- Quantitative data-collection methods, for example, attitudinal scaling, should 
be introduced to capture information to support subjective methods. 
 
Study Preparation: 
- Media and materials should only be employed where relevant. Their 
effectiveness should be piloted in advance 
- The environment utilised for the study should be tested to ensure suitability 
- A diverse range of refreshments should be provided. 
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During Studies: 
- A suitable introduction should be given by the moderator, setting clear rules for 
the session 
- The moderator should ensure participants understand exercises before 
proceeding. Examples should be provided, where possible 
- During discussions, the moderator should make sure conversation is spread 
evenly around the participants. Keeping a tally would be useful 
- The moderator should refer to their guide to ensure discussions retain 
appropriate focus 
- Participants should be prevented from making disparaging remarks in relation 
to each other’s possessions and comments. 
 
6.6 Conclusions 
This exploratory study uncovered a range of possibilities for how and why people 
choose and purchase running shoes and their subsequent usage, much of which 
echoes findings outlined in the literature review. The participants’ knowledge and 
attitudes toward current sports footwear personalisation were also explored; 
however, these data provide little value unless supported with further research. With 
reference to the research objectives defined at the start of this chapter, the following 
conclusions can be drawn: 
- Participants buy running shoes from a range of places; general stores, discount 
stores, general sports shops and specialist running stores 
- Certain participants prefer certain brands when buying running shoes, but have 
only experienced a limited range of brands 
- Comfort is the key influence when participants buy running shoes, with 
performance, brand and price also featuring prominently 
- Participants are influenced by perception of a brand when purchasing 
- In addition to running, participants wear running shoes for wide array of 
activities including going to work, multiple sports and gardening 
- The research suggests that participants perceive running shoes as functional 
items, not, necessarily aesthetically pleasing items 
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- Participants are aware of the current sports footwear personalisation services. 
They are split on the merit of such services; some are willing to pay far more 
than others 
- Participants desire improvements in key fit and performance features of 
running shoes: weight, durability and materials. Store service quality is also a 
desired improvement.   
 
In addition to these conclusions, recommendations were derived for any subsequent 
research undertaken (see Section 6.5.7), fulfilling the second set of objectives. The 
findings, although interesting, are drawn from a restricted convenience sample and 
therefore have limited generalisability. To overcome this, future sessions would be 
conducted with strategic samples, as outlined in the research methodology. Other 
methods of data collection were also necessary, to support and target data this focus 
group did not effectively capture: more detailed information on how participants 
purchase running shoes, the extrinsic influences on participants when purchasing 
running shoes and consumer opinion and interest in current personalisation services. 
Interviews, questionnaires and store visits were considered appropriate methods to 
capture these data. 
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7.1 Rationale  
The data gathered by the exploratory study demonstrates how and why people 
purchase running shoes, supporting the findings from the literature review and giving 
an insight into participants’ knowledge and attitudes towards current personalisation 
opportunities. This study was designed to expand on these findings through the 
application of strategic sampling and appropriate methods; the methodological 
recommendations from the exploratory study were considered with the intention of 
delivering robust reliable results to inform the specification of a service that is capable 
of delivering personalisable running shoes with mass appeal.  
 
7.1.1 Aim and Objectives 
The aim of this study was to gather, through rigorous data collection methods, 
additional information regarding how and why people purchase running shoes and 
their existing knowledge and attitude toward current footwear personalisation 
services. To satisfy this aim, the objectives were similar to those of the exploratory 
study (see Table 7.1); instead of defining participants’ desired improvements for their 
footwear, the identification of difficulties they encountered with their current shoes 
was preferable, with the intention of understanding the reasons why certain 
improvements are desired.  
 
OBJECTIVES 
i. To explore how participants purchase their running shoes  
ii. To establish what influences them when buying running shoes 
iii. To identify what they use their running shoes for 
iv. To investigate potential difficulties participants experience when finding running shoes to suit their 
needs 
v. To understand participants’ knowledge and attitude toward current footwear personalisation 
 
Table 7.1 | Study objectives  
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7.2 Method  
In the literature review the primary data uncovered by the author concerning running 
shoe use and purchase was quantitative (see Sections 3.3 to 3.7), using fixed design 
surveys without flexibility. These provide us with indications to what people do but 
with little detail and no indication of why. This study consisted of five separate parts, 
three of which employed flexible methods, with the aim of capturing the qualitative 
data necessary to understand consumers’ actions in more detail (Robson, 2002). 
Exceptions to this were data collected concerning running shoe personalisation: the 
data discovered in the literature review are primarily qualitative (see Section 3.8). 
Therefore, a fixed design survey was used that allowed the quick capture of 
quantitative data (Robson, 2002). In both instances, supplementary quantitative and 
qualitative data were sought to provide context to the findings. 
 
The five parts of this study (see Table 7.2) were conducted sequentially, applying the 
principles of ‘grounded theory’ (Glaser and Strauss, 1967), allowing the methods to be 
adjusted as the data from previous parts of the study were analysed. The findings from 
the different parts were used to confirm and contest one another, strengthening the 
final conclusions.  
 
PART STUDY TYPE TARGET OBJECTIVES 
1 Focus Groups Flexible i, ii, iii, iv, v 
2 Questionnaire Fixed i, ii, iv, v 
3 Semi-structured Interviews Flexible i, ii, iv 
4 Online Questionnaire Fixed iii, v 
5 Personalisation Service In store Visits Flexible v 
 
Table 7.2 | The different parts of the study and the target objectives 
 
7.2.1 Sampling 
The samples were selected for this study using the strategy described in the 
methodology chapter. Further details of the samples for the different parts are 
detailed in their respective methods sections.  
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7.2.2 Part 1: Focus Groups 
One of the reasons the focus group was selected for the exploratory study was its 
ability to capture a large amount of data over a small period of time; this was still 
desirable at this stage of the research, maximising the time for additional research and 
subsequent development work. It is an ideal method for capturing preliminary 
research for each of the objectives (Morgan, 1997), to be investigated further, in 
subsequent parts of this study. 
 
The individual exercises employed were similar to those in the exploratory study, with 
certain adjustments applied to improve the quality and efficiency with which the data 
were collected (see Table 7.3). Some of the exercises required minor changes; the 
statements for the round robin exercise were reduced and reworded and the running 
shoe use questionnaire was adjusted and sent out in advance of the session. 
Participants were asked to bring only their current running shoes with them for the 
personal running shoes exercise and the presentation for the personalisation exercise 
was restructured to encourage a more appropriate discussion. Other more extensive 
changes to exercises are detailed in the following sections. 
 
EXERCISE CHANGES FROM EXPLORATORY STUDY 
1 Round Robin Questionnaire - Number of statements reduced to 4 
- Statements reworded to ensure targeted objectives 
2 Personal Running Shoes - Participants only bring running shoes 
3 Running Shoe Use - Questionnaire restructured 
- Questionnaire emailed previous to session 
4 Product Personality Profiling - Group verbal activity, picturing shoe as personal and identifying 
personality and lifestyle characteristics 
5 Attitudinal Scaling Exercise - N/A - New Exercise 
6 Personalisation Introduction - Types of personalisation available categorised and shown 
sequentially 
 
Table 7.3 | Focus group exercises and changes from exploratory study 
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7.2.2.1 Exercise 4: Product Personality Profiling  
This exercise was changed considerably from the version implemented in the 
exploratory study; it was repositioned to provide an insight into consumers’ perception 
and attitudes towards the styling of running shoes. Instead of a form filling exercise 
with multiple footwear, participants were asked, through a group discussion, to picture 
a single pair of running shoes, the New Balance 1062 model, as a person and identify a 
number of personality and lifestyle characteristics: name, gender, age, occupation, 
hobbies, personality, musical preferences, shop for clothes, and holiday destination. 
An example was displayed on the PowerPoint presentation (see Figure 7.1). 
 
 
 
 
Figure 7.1 | Product personality profiling example, presented using PowerPoint 
 
 
7.2.2.2 Exercise 5: Attitudinal Scaling Exercise 
This exercise was introduced to provide ordinal data about running shoe perception 
that could be objectively analysed as opposed to the nominal data gathered during the 
product personality profiling exercise. Six different pairs of sports footwear, all the 
same brand, size and condition, were displayed (see Figure 7.2) and the participants 
were provided with a response sheet to complete (see Figure 7.3). The shoes 
comprised: three pairs of road running shoes (representing low, medium and high 
price points), two speciality running shoes and a single leisure shoe to provide a point 
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of comparison. The participants had to rate each pair of shoes on a 100mm visual 
analogue scale for: attractiveness, comfort, price, practicality and durability; each 
important aspects to participants in running shoes (Marti, 1989; Stuhlfaut and Sullivan, 
2007; Schubert et al., 2011). A visual analogue scale was selected, as it is clear and 
easy to understand, lends itself to self-completion (Torrance, Feeny and Furlong, 2001) 
and avoids some of the effects labelling a scale can have on decision-making (Schwarz, 
Knäuper, Hippler et al., 1991). The scales were 100mm in length to simplify completion 
and subsequent analysis (1mm equals 1 point). Careful communication of the method 
to participants is essential: having no labels may make the scales too vague to some, 
while others will avoid the extremes of the scale (Torrance et al., 2001). Participants 
were allowed to handle the shoes (see Figure 7.4), as they would be in a store 
environment, to aid their decision-making. After they had completed this task there 
was a short group discussion about their attitudes towards each shoe; providing 
additional data to support the participants’ decisions. The sheets were collected to 
collate the results and rank the shoes for each category. This exercise was piloted 
within the Design Ergonomics research group at Loughborough University before the 
focus groups were conducted. 
 
 
Figure 7.2 | The setup for the attitudinal scaling exercise 
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Figure 7.3 | A completed attitudinal scaling response sheet 
 
 
Figure 7.4 | The attitudinal scaling exercise in progress 
 
A guide, including a time plan and exercise description, was used by the moderator to 
help ensure the sessions remained on track, a copy of this and the forms used during 
the focus groups can be found in Appendix H. The setup was very similar to that of the 
exploratory study but with the use of additional microphones to increase the clarity 
with which discussions were recorded. Participants were supplied with the same 
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materials as in the previous study, minus the unused piece of blank paper and pencil. 
Each focus group was scheduled to last two hours, allowing time for flexibility, with 
refreshments and a break in the middle of the session. The room selected ensured 
suitable lighting for the PowerPoint presentation, utilised for two exercises: exercise 5 
and 6. 
 
7.2.2.3 The Sample 
Focus groups do not, in most instances, provide generalisable findings (Stewart et al., 
2007); the decision was taken to segment the focus groups, using a different 
homogeneous sample in each one, increasing the possibility of data that represent a 
wide range of perspectives (Morgan, 1997). Participants with similar uses for their 
running shoes, ‘runners’ and ‘non-runners’, were grouped together. ‘Runners’ were 
defined as people who used their running shoes predominantly for running and ran at 
least two times a week in them. ‘Non-runners’ used their running shoes predominantly 
for activities other than running but may have run fortnightly or less frequently. 
Separate focus groups were also run for the different sexes, encouraging an 
environment in which everyone was comfortable to contribute (Langford and 
McDonagh, 2003). A minimum of four participants was required for each of the four 
focus groups, a suitable number to collect valid data, without saturating and wasting 
resources (Stewart et al., 2007). 16 participants were recruited, all based at 
Loughborough University and divided as follows: 
- Male Runners  6 participants 
- Female Runners  4 participants 
- Male Non-Runners  6 participants 
- Female Non-Runners  4 participants. 
 
7.2.2.4 Limitations  
The focus group participants could have been divided into more categories than those 
employed; for example, age and income level. However, it would have resulted in a 
large additional number of sessions. Dividing by gender is widely quoted as an 
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effective way to encourage conversation in focus groups (Greenbaum, 1998; Langford 
and McDonagh, 2003; Stewart et al., 2007) and categorising by running shoe use 
separated different types of consumers.  
 
The split of runners and non-runners in these sessions was not perfect; two of the non-
runners, one of each gender, were people who used to run frequently but for a 
combination of reasons, e.g. injury and change of location, were not running often at 
the time of these sessions. When analysing the differences between the runners and 
non-runners this was taken into consideration; however, the comments made by these 
particular non-runners in the discussion often aligned more closely to the runners than 
the other non-runners. 
 
7.2.3 Part 2: Questionnaire 
There were certain instances during the focus groups in the exploratory study where 
the moderator had difficulty directing the discussion to cover the appropriate issues. A 
structured method of data collection allows the researcher to gather the desired 
information without this concern. The data targeted by this part of the study were 
quantitative data, to support/contest the findings of prior research and the literature.  
Initially, two fixed methods were identified as potentially appropriate; structured 
interviews and a questionnaire. Both methods enable the researcher to ask a specific 
set of questions with a number of predetermined responses, ensuring a suitable focus 
when collecting data (Oppenheim, 1992). There are specific benefits to using one 
method over the other; the structured interview is the more personal method, 
allowing the researcher to interact with the participants, introduce the research, 
ensure their attention and prevent any potential misunderstandings. This strategy 
potentially enhances the quality of the data when compared to a questionnaire 
(Robson, 2002). The questionnaire removes this interaction but in doing so removes 
the interviewer’s potential contamination, e.g. their skills, personality, attitude 
towards the research, rapport with the interviewee, etc. This is advantageous in that 
the effect of these may be difficult to gauge (Oppenheim, 1992; Robson, 2002). The 
questionnaire also, in most instances, allows for a faster data capture and subsequent 
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analysis process (Greenbaum, 1998; Robson, 2002). To utilise the positives of both 
methods a self-administered questionnaire was selected for this part of the study. This 
enabled the author to introduce themselves to the participants and explain the 
research, before allowing them to complete the questionnaire in privacy. If the 
participant had any doubts they were able to ask the author for clarification.  
 
7.2.3.1 Questionnaire Design 
The questionnaire was designed in two sections; a section to classify the participants 
(see Table 7.4) and an information section targeted at achieving the objectives 
outlined for this study (see Table 7.2). Table 7.5 shows the questions in the 
information section and the targeted objectives. The questions were primarily multiple 
choice (MC); ranking (R) and rating (RA) styles were used where appropriate. In some 
cases two different types of question were utilised, with a similar objective, to check 
the validity of the data (Robson, 2002). Appendix I contains a copy of the 
questionnaire. 
 
CLASSIFICATION QUESTIONS 
Country of origin  
Are you?  Male/Female 
How old are you? 
What is your occupation?  
Approximately, how many times do you run each week? 
How many miles do you run in a week? 
 
Table 7.4 | Questions used to classify participants completing the questionnaire 
 
A draft questionnaire was produced that was tested amongst frequent runners and 
people with relevant questionnaire design experience. This allowed for refinements to 
be made that would improve the quality of results. Care was taken to ensure simple, 
clear wording and to avoid double negatives, loaded words and leading and double-
barrelled questions (Oppenheim, 1992; Robson, 2002). The order of the questionnaire 
was structured to provide variety, maximising participant interest and minimising the 
opportunity for pattern answering (Oppenheim, 1992). The time taken to complete the 
questionnaire was tested several times to ensure participants could complete it 
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effectively without getting frustrated or bored. It was estimated that it would take 
between 10 and 20 minutes to complete; a reasonable length of time (Oppenheim, 
1992). To ensure the questionnaire could be completed in privacy without assistance, 
a booklet was also made available to the participant that provided examples of current 
personalisation methods and a distance conversion chart, allowing participants to 
convert the distance they ran from kilometres to miles (see Appendix I). 
 
QUESTIONS TYPE 
RELATED 
OBJECTIVES 
Please rank these in your order of importance when purchasing running shoes: 
support/comfort/aesthetics/price/injury/prevention/durability/brand/technology/other 
R i, ii 
How many pairs of running shoes do you buy, on average, per year? MC i 
 Where do you purchase your running shoes?  MC i, ii 
Would you buy running shoes on the internet?  MC i 
How much do you spend on running shoes? MC i, ii 
How long do you spend buying your shoes?  MC i 
From where do you seek advice when buy running shoes?   MC i, ii 
How important are the following to you in running shoes? 
support/comfort/aesthetics/price/injury/prevention/durability/brand/technology/other 
RA ii 
Which colours would you consider when purchasing running shoes? MC ii 
Do you wear orthotics? MC i, ii, iv 
If so, what type of orthotic are they? MC i, ii, iv 
Would you be interested in personalising your running shoes to suit your 
needs/desires? If answer yes, complete next 2 questions 
MC v 
Which aspects of your running shoes would you be interested in personalising?  RA v 
What percentage premium would you pay if you could personalise your running 
shoes exactly as you desired? 
MC v 
 
Table 7.5 | The questions from the information section and the targeted objectives 
 
7.2.3.2 The Sample 
This sample for this questionnaire was from a specific demographic: runners who 
attended the London Marathon Exposition in 2009. Comfort and performance issues 
appear to be of primary interest to many who purchase running shoes and those 
running a marathon may take a greater interest in such aspects. Forty-two participants 
were solicited from the New Balance stand at the exposition. All participants that 
completed the questionnaire were from the United Kingdom, 31 males and 11 
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females. The participants covered a wide spectrum of different age groups (see Table 
7.6) and vocations (see Table 7.7).  
 
 AGE (years)  
GENDER 18 - 25 26 - 35 36 - 45 46 - 55 56 - 65 65+ TOTAL 
Males 8 3 9 7 3 1 31 
Females 0 6 2 1 2 0 11 
 
Table 7.6 | The age classification of the questionnaire participants 
 
OCCUPATION 
 
Business and public service associate professionals 11 
Business, media and public service professionals 2 
Elementary administration and service occupations 2 
Health professionals 3 
Managers, directors and senior officials 1 
Protective service occupations 3 
Retired 2 
Sales and customer service occupations 5 
Science, research, engineering and technology professionals 2 
Skilled construction and building trades 3 
Skilled trades occupations 2 
Sports and fitness occupations 1 
Teaching and education 5 
 
Table 7.7 | Questionnaire participants’ occupations categorised according to the 
Standard Occupation Classification (Office of National Statistics, 2010) 
 
Table 7.8 shows that the majority of the participants ran two times or more a week, 
with only three participants running less often. Over 70% of the participants that ran 
covered between 11 and 40 miles a week (see Table 7.9). This satisfies the 
requirement for a sample of people who use their running shoes, primarily, to run in.   
 
 
 NO. OF RUNS (per week)  
GENDER 
I don't 
run  
Less 
than 1 1 2 3 4 5+ TOTAL 
Males 1 1 0 5 9 8 7 31 
Females 1 0 0 2 4 3 1 11 
 
Table 7.8 | No. of runs questionnaire participants participate in each week 
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 DISTANCE RUN PER WEEK (miles)  
GENDER 0 - 5 6 - 10 
11 - 
20 
21 - 
30 
31 - 
40 
41 - 
50 
51 - 
60 
61 - 
70 71+ TOTAL 
Males 2 2 9 5 8 2 0 0 2 30 
Females 2 1 2 4 1 0 0 0 0 10 
 
Table 7.9 | No. of miles questionnaire participants run each week 
 
7.2.3.3 Limitations 
In certain instances, for ranking and rating questions, the order of the options 
presented to the participants were not alphabetised, they were presented in an order 
formed by the author as they consulted other studies. This should, however, have only 
had a minor impact in the quality of the answers.  
 
It was not possible to monitor each participant as they completed the questionnaire; 
this resulted in some inaccuracies in their completion, e.g. some participants who 
stated that they would not be interested in personalisation yet continued to complete 
the subsequent unnecessary questions. After the session the forms were checked and 
unsuitable results were discounted. Unlike in an electronic questionnaire, there was no 
way of ensuring participants completed every section, so, in some cases, participants 
did not provide reasons for answers where they would have been desirable. 
 
It also proved difficult to introduce participants to the breadth and depth of different 
footwear personalisation options on the market. The booklet provided a brief 
overview to participants but it was clear, from observation, that some participants had 
already decided which answer to select before checking the booklet. This was, 
however, useful in itself as it demonstrated that many participants have a pre-
conceived perception of the current personalisation methods.  
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7.2.4 Part 3: Semi-structured Interviews 
Previous research identified that specialist running stores were considered by some to 
deliver a desirable shopping experience, providing the required advice and allowing 
the consumers who regard comfort and performance important to try shoes on before 
purchasing (Stuhlfaut and Sullivan, 2007). To specify an effective service, it was 
desirable to understand the characteristics of the experience delivered within this 
environment and the influences exerted upon the customers. Despite a decrease in 
their number, there is still a wide range of specialist running stores in the United 
Kingdom (Mintel Marketing Intelligence, 2010a). This part of the study focused on 
investigating the services offered by different stores in an attempt to understand the 
commonalities and differences and how they influence consumer purchase decisions. 
 
Observation and interviewing were identified as potential methods of gathering the 
required data. Observation of the customers’ in store experience can be recorded 
without any of the artificiality or misinterpretation that comes when interviewing 
(Robson, 2002). It may however, prove difficult to observe customers without asking 
for permission from them and the store; if this is the case they will become aware of 
the observer and their actions may alter (Mason, 2002). It is also a time consuming 
process and it can prove difficult to identify the influences exerted upon the customer 
without directly speaking to them. Interviews provide this opportunity and allow the 
interviewer to modify their line of enquiry to ensure the appropriate data are collected 
(Oppenheim, 1992; Robson, 2002). Interviewing the staff, in addition to the customers, 
is likely to provide a clear picture of the in store process and enable understanding of 
some of the subtleties that observation may not reveal. Semi-structured interviews 
were selected as they provide the flexibility to guide the interviewees in the direction 
required whilst ensuring that the required topics are covered (Greenbaum, 1998; 
Robson, 2002). Observation was also employed on an informal, supplementary basis, 
the author monitoring the in store process pre and post the arranged interviews. 
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7.2.4.1 Interview Design 
Information from both staff and customers was desirable for this research. A protocol 
was developed (see Table 7.10), and separate sets of questions and prompts were 
constructed for the staff (see Table 7.11) and the customers (see Table 7.12), targeting 
the relevant study objectives. Questions were carefully ordered and worded; a poorly 
structured interview may result in data of limited use (Oppenheim, 1992). Long and 
leading questions that contained jargon or double-barrelled words were avoided 
(Robson, 2002). The sessions’ audio was recorded using a mobile phone application to 
allow for verbatim transcriptions, minimising bias from note taking (Robson, 2002). 
Additional notes were taken, in the case of equipment failure. A pilot test of the 
protocol and questions was carried out at a running store local to the author. 
Consequently, slight changes were made to the list of questions and the interview 
method. When conducting interviews care was taken to ensure both staff and 
customers were separate from each other, minimising their influence on one another’s 
answers.  
 
PRIOR TO INTERVIEW 
1. Design a set of interview questions 
2. Contact store to arrange date and time of interview, explain aims of project 
3. Send interview questions ahead of interview, if possible 
4. Request permission for recording interview 
5. Inform interviewee that a transcript will be provided for clarification and amendment 
6. Gather and prepare required interview materials. 
  
DURING INTERVIEW 
1. At interview, provide background information to the project 
2. Re-confirm permission to record, confidentiality and transcript to be provided - ask for consent form 
to be signed 
3. Check recording device is working 
4. Throughout interview take notes 
5. Request permissions to follow up, if necessary. 
 
Table 7.10 | Interview protocol 
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SPECIALIST STORE STAFF INTERVIEW QUESTIONS 
RELATED 
OBJECTIVE 
1. When customers enter a store how do you approach them? i, ii 
2. What is the process you go through with a customer? 
a. Does it vary from customer to customer 
b. What aspects of the shoes do you consider when advising 
i, ii 
3. What type of training do you receive for the job? i, ii 
4. Is there anything that you do to try and aid the customer’s experience? i, ii 
5. How long do you find customers spend in a store? 
a. Do they buy straight away or shop around? 
i, ii 
6. Do you have a loyal customer base? i, ii 
7. Do customers often come in knowing what they want? i, ii 
8. Do customers normally take your advice? i, ii 
9. Do you get people returning shoes?  
a. If so, what are the common reasons for this? 
b. What steps do you take to try and avoid this? 
i, ii, iv 
 
Table 7.11 | Staff interview questions  
 
SPECIALIST STORE CUSTOMER INTERVIEW QUESTIONS 
RELATED 
OBJECTIVE 
1. What is most important to you in a running shoe? 
a. What do you look for in running shoes 
ii 
2. How do you make a decision to purchase shoes? 
a. What is your thought process? 
b. Take advice from staff/friends etc. 
c. Do you research somewhere else? 
i, ii 
3. How important is the service the staff provide? 
a. Do you seek them out? 
b. Do you take their advice? 
c. How do you like them to approach you? 
i, ii 
4. Do you normally purchase from this store? 
a. Are you happy to pay more for the service? 
i, ii 
5. How much time do you like to spend in store? i, ii 
6. How much are you willing to spend on shoes?  
(have a range ready) 
ii 
7. Is there any aspect of currently available footwear that you’re unhappy with? 
a. Aesthetics, fit, support etc. 
b. Do you currently encounter any difficulties getting footwear that suits you? 
iv 
8. Would you consider buying shoes over the internet?  i, ii 
PERSONAL 
DETAILS 
9. Age (can ask them to select from ranges) 
N/A 
10. Gender (interviewer completes) 
11. Occupation 
12. How often you run (no. of times/miles per week) 
 
Table 7.12 | Customer interview questions 
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7.2.4.2 The Sample 
Interviewing is a time consuming method of investigation (Robson, 2002), it was 
important to maximise the quality of the small number of interviews; four were 
conducted with staff at four specialist running stores within the United Kingdom. 
Interviewing many more stores than this was anticipated to be counterproductive, 
providing little new data for the required investment of time and resources 
(Oppenheim, 1992). All stores were approached over the phone, in advance, to 
establish availability. Four customers were interviewed at one of the stores (store 1); 
following approval from the staff they were approached as they shopped within the 
store.  The other stores would not grant permission to conduct interviews with their 
customers; this may have been for multiple reasons: they may have felt that it would 
dissuade the customers from using their service or that the interview content was 
inappropriate, questioning their purchase methods and the implication that their 
customers are spending more by purchasing from a specialist store. The location of the 
interviews was taken into consideration when analysing the responses; it was probable 
that the service provided by this particular store would influence the customers’ 
answers. 
 
7.2.4.3 Limitations 
The interviews with the customers were very brief, often not offering the opportunity 
for some interesting threads to be expanded upon. With all customers interviewed in 
one store the data only provide an insight to consumer opinion from this particular 
type of specialist running store. This was not considered to be a major issue; 
information on why consumers purchase running shoes was also targeted in other 
parts of the study.  
 
7.2.5 Part 4: Online Questionnaire 
In the literature review and the exploratory research the data regarding consumer 
attitudes and interest in running shoe personalisation have been primarily qualitative. 
Along with part 2 of this study, the questionnaire, this part of the study was included 
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to gather primarily quantitative information on participants’ attitude toward current 
running shoe personalisation. The questionnaire had a secondary aim of gathering 
feedback on consumer running shoe use.   
 
There were multiple reasons for selecting the online questionnaire for this part of the 
study: 
- Participants will already be online to use the relevant current personalisation 
services; they are all based online (see Section 3.8.2) 
- Participants can use the personalisation service in an environment that they 
would be likely to select if they were actually purchasing the footwear (Sue and 
Ritter, 2007) 
- Allowing participants to complete a questionnaire online means they do not 
feel pressured to complete it in a certain time and may feel more comfortable 
providing more honest answers (Wright, 2005) 
- Hosting a questionnaire online allows a wider sample to be captured (Wright, 
2005). 
There are negatives associated with this method as well; the researcher cannot gauge 
the participant’s level of interest or dedication to the research from a remote location 
(Robson, 2002). Additionally, only very limited information can be found about the 
people who did not complete the questionnaire and why (Oppenheim, 1992). These 
factors were considered when analysing the data. 
 
To gather information on the multiple current services was impractical. It was 
desirable that the participants were acquainted with the services and asking them to 
familiarise themselves with even one service may lower their interest in taking part in 
the survey; it was desirable to minimise that risk. Therefore, the NikeiD service was 
utilised for this part of the study; it is the largest and most diverse sports footwear 
personalisation service within the United Kingdom, offering the most personalisable 
running shoes (see Section 3.8). In the literature, qualitative studies have identified it 
as one of the better current services (Giebelhausen and Lawson, 2010; Merle et al., 
2010), although there are still issues with its functionality and usability (Yessin, 2008). 
194 
7.2.5.1 Questionnaire Design 
The questionnaire (see Appendix J) was hosted by SurveyMonkey (2011) and created 
using their ‘Basic’ account; limits were placed on certain functionalities, which may 
have impacted upon the quality of the questionnaire, e.g. the number of questions 
allowed, the number and type of options that could be utilised and the ability to 
ensure that a participant answers all questions before submitting. The questionnaire 
consisted of three sections: an introductory page, a personal details page and a NikeiD 
analysis page. A completion bar at the top of the page allowed participants to see the 
proportion of the questionnaire they had left to complete. The questionnaire was 
stated as taking around ten minutes, established after informal testing within the 
Design Ergonomics research group; a suitable length of time (Oppenheim, 1992). 
 
Introductory Page 
Participants could undertake this questionnaire whenever and wherever was 
convenient so it was essential that it could be completed without additional help; the 
introductory page was used to divulge all the key information to the participants. 
‘IMPORTANT PLEASE READ’ was inserted at the top of the page, to draw participants’ 
attention. At the bottom of this page a link was provided which directed participants 
to a certain point on the NikeiD website. From this they selected running shoes from a 
fixed range, dependent upon sex and aesthetic taste. Participants were only allowed to 
select from this range because Nike had two design toolkits on their iD website. This 
questionnaire concentrated on the newest toolkit, the other was being phased out and 
offered a different user experience. Once participants had selected a shoe they were 
instructed to personalise it; no additional instructions were provided, to try and 
simulate a typical online purchase situation. The participants were then asked to 
complete the questionnaire. 
 
Personal Details Page 
To make the process as simple as possible the participants were asked to provide 
personal details within the questionnaire, removing the necessity to engage each 
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individual through separate e-mail chains. Names were requested to make it easier to 
track participants if there were issues with completion of the questionnaire, however, 
due to account limitations, participants did not have to provide a name to proceed. 
Participants were also asked to provide their occupation to check for any bias toward 
particular vocations. The final question in the personal details section examined the 
frequency that participants carried out different activities in their running shoes. 
 
NikeiD Analysis Page 
The NikeiD analysis page contained multiple-choice statements, listed in the results 
section. The number of options provided for the statements were uneven, to allow a 
neutral option, and tailored for each individual statement (Oppenheim, 1992). A 
reason was requested for each answer. However, due to the limitation of the account 
type, it was not required for participants to complete the questionnaire.  
 
When structuring and wording the questionnaire, the same care was taken as with the 
questionnaire in part two of this study. In addition, the labels and number of choices 
for each statement were tested informally amongst members of the Design 
Ergonomics research group. 
 
7.2.5.2 The Sample 
The questionnaire was hosted online, capturing a different sample from that of the 
questionnaire in part 2 of the study. A wide range of participants were invited to 
complete the questionnaire, the only stipulation was that they owned a pair of running 
shoes. The majority of the invitations went to a specific younger audience, those in 
further education at Loughborough University. The NikeiD service is believed to be 
targeted at a younger demographic (Yessin, 2008; Nordin, 2011) and this ensured the 
relevance of the findings. This bias was taken into consideration during the analysis. 
 
People were invited through three different methods: e-mail, facebook and a research 
student forum. Forty-eight people, 26 men and 22 women, completed the 
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questionnaire (see Table 7.13). Of the men the majority were aged between 18 and 25, 
whereas with the women 19 of the 22 were between 18 and 35. Seven of the 
participants did not fully complete this questionnaire, missing the final section, the 
NikeiD analysis. This issue was identified by the author soon after the questionnaire 
was made available for completion and a message was sent to all potential participants 
informing them to be aware there was a third page to complete.   
 
GENDER 
AGE (Years) 
TOTAL 18 - 25 26 - 35 36 - 45 46 -55 55 - 65 65+ 
Male 15 8 3 0 0 0 26 
Female 9 10 2 1 0 0 22 
 
Table 7.13 | Age and sex split of online questionnaire participants  
 
40 of the participants were based in education; 20 undergraduate students, 16 
postgraduate researchers and 4 lecturers. There was a clear bias towards people based 
in further education. Of the remaining eight people, occupations were varied, including 
a police officer, postman, product designer and town planner. When looking at the 
different occupations it is also important to note that just over half of the participants 
(25) were in occupations that could be directly related to the topic of the 
questionnaire: design, sports science, and ergonomics. Whilst this may have biased the 
questionnaire it could also have increased the potential for more constructive answers 
(Sinclair, 2008). 
 
7.2.5.3 Limitations  
In addition to the inherent limitations of this study, outlined in the sampling section, 
there were certain issues uncovered during the data collection process. There was no 
way of checking whether the participants currently owned running shoes; the results 
of the previous study indicated that some people may have problems identifying 
appropriate footwear for appropriate activities. In this respect the sampling may have 
been flawed. Owning running shoes, with a clear definition of said shoes, should be 
stated as a selection criterion, as part of the introduction, to ensure that only relevant 
participants take part. 
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The limitations of the Survey Monkey basic account meant that a large number of 
participants did not provide reasons for their answers; this would have helped to 
provide further qualitative data to support the results. There were also other avoidable 
errors made in the set up of the survey.  
- Seven people did not complete the survey; the introductory page or invitation 
should state the number of pages to reduce the likelihood of this happening 
- It appears that many participants did not read the introduction page, a 
confirmation mechanism may minimise this problem 
- The scale used for defining the toolkit’s ease of use was flawed: this is detailed in 
the results. 
 
7.2.6 Part 5: Personalisation Services In Store Visit 
For the final part of the study the author visited the in store versions of two of the 
current sports footwear personalisation services: NikeiD and Mi Adidas. This was 
intended to provide context to the data identified in the literature review and the prior 
research undertaken on this project, helping to understand current consumer attitudes 
toward sports footwear personalisation by focusing on the state of the art services. 
The researcher from work package 7 of the E2HS project, specialising in biomechanics 
and anthropometry, also attended; their expertise enabled an improved analysis of the 
services and weakened any biases (Robson, 2002). A pair of shoes were purchased 
from each of the services, allowing a review of the experience through to the 
fulfilment of the order. Requirements for a successful personalisation service (see 
Section 2.12) and experience design guidelines (see Section 4.2) were used to provide 
a framework for this review.  
 
7.2.6.1 The Sample 
The NikeiD service was targeted because it is the personalisation service that provides 
the greatest choice of footwear within the United Kingdom (see Section 3.8.2). 
Additionally, the Mi Adidas service was selected as the in store service appears to 
focus on the comfort and performance of footwear. Both services are based in London. 
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7.2.6.2 Limitations 
These two stores provide an insight into how the Nike and Adidas in store experiences 
are delivered, there are many other factors that may vary in each of their stores, e.g. 
quality of service, layout, products available and process followed. 
 
7.3 Data Analysis 
The basic principles behind the data analysis process outlined in the research 
methodology chapter (see Section 5.4) were applied when analysing these data. In 
addition the specific protocol employed for the exploratory study (see Section 6.3) was 
utilised again for this study: any recordings were transcribed verbatim, read several 
times and coded using NVivo, with reference to the research objectives. In addition, 
visual tools were used to help highlight themes of the research. Affinity mapping was 
conducted to guide the sorting of the data from each of the studies in preparation for 
coding in NVivo (see Figure 7.5) and a word cloud generator (Feinberg, 2009) was used 
to highlight the frequency with which words occurred in the discussions conducted as 
part of this study (see Figure 7.6). Triangulation was used to compare the data 
gathered by different sources against one another (Robson, 2002); searching for 
prevalent themes across multiple parts of the study. During the analysis process 
potential bias from the different parts of the study, outlined in the previous section, 
were also considered.  
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Figure 7.5 | Affinity mapping was employed to help sort the data and identify themes 
 
 
 
 
Figure 7.6 | A word cloud generated from the male runners focus group transcript  
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7.4 Results and Discussion 
In this section the key findings from the different parts of the study are detailed for 
each of the outlined objectives. Table 7.14 provides a summary of the different 
samples employed for each part of the study and Table 7.15 illustrates how the data 
gathered by the various parts of the study contributed to the different objectives. The 
different parts of the study and, where applicable, activities within these parts are 
listed on the left hand side, the objectives across the top. If the study or exercise 
contributed data to an objective its relevant space is coloured, e.g. the focus group 
provided data for each of the objectives so the spaces below each of the objectives are 
coloured. The personalisation introduction exercise from the focus group only 
contributed data for one of the objectives (objective v) and, therefore, only the 
relevant space is coloured. Appendix K contains results classified by the relevant part 
of the study. 
 
PART OF STUDY SAMPLE TYPE 
No. of 
sessions 
Total no. of 
participants 
Focus groups Runners/Non-runners 4 20 
Questionnaires Runners 1 42 
Semi-structured interviews  Specialist running store staff 4 4 
Semi-structured interviews  Specialist running store customers 1 4 
Online questionnaire Anyone that owns running shoes 1 48 
Current personalisation store visits NikeiD, Mi Adidas in store services 2 N/A 
 
Table 7.14 | Details of the different study samples 
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7.4.1 Exploring How Participants Purchase Their Running Shoes 
7.4.1.1 Purchase Location 
There were three purchase locations that appeared more frequently than others in the 
various parts of this study: the specialist running store, the internet and the general 
sportswear store. The specialist running store was the most popular purchase location 
for the questionnaire participants, a sample of predominately frequent runners; 34 of 
the 42 selected this option (see Table 7.16). The internet was second most popular, 
chosen by 16 participants. Multiple answers were allowed and several participants 
selected both the internet and the specialist running store. These locations’ popularity 
are supported by data in the literature review (Stuhlfaut and Sullivan, 2007; Mintel 
Marketing Intelligence, 2008). In the results from the focus groups’ round robin 
questionnaire (see Table 7.17) the general sportswear store was most popular, 
particularly amongst non-runners; the internet and the specialist running store also 
received multiple selections. 
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GENDER 
Males 5 24 1 1 3 14 1 
Females 1 10 0 0 1 2 0 
TOTAL 6 34 1 1 4 16 1 
 
Table 7.16 | Questionnaire participants’ running shoe purchase locations  
 
The discussions in the focus group and interviews revealed potential reasons for these 
selections (see Figure 7.7). The specialist running store was used, primarily, by runners 
that wanted to ensure that they purchased suitable shoes, using the retail staff’s 
advice and gaining confidence in the footwear through the selection process. Price was 
not a deterrent for some of these participants, they were happy to pay a premium for 
the advice and welcoming environment. The general sportswear store was popular, 
particularly with non-runners, for multiple reasons: the available range, the 
convenience and the lower prices. Non-runners would forgo the advice available from 
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a specialist store, and additional cost, as they didn’t feel that they ran enough to 
warrant it. 
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FOCUS GROUP 
Male Runners 2 1 2 1 1  
Female Runners 2  2    
Male Non-Runners 5 1    1 
Female Non-Runners 2 1 1    
TOTAL 11 3 5 1 1 1 
 
Table 7.17 | Focus group participants’ running shoe purchase locations 
 
 
 
Figure 7.7 | Reasons why participants shop in certain locations 
 
 
The internet is a growing sales channel for running shoes (Mintel Marketing 
Intelligence, 2008), it was popular with runners from the focus groups that knew which 
model they needed and wanted to save money. It was also a useful method of finding 
shoes that were no longer stocked in physical stores. Many of the participants who 
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used the internet stated that, in the first instance, they may go to a specialist running 
store to establish which model is best for them but purchase from the internet 
because of the lower prices; a practice also identified in the literature review (Mintel 
Marketing Intelligence, 2010b). During the interviews with staff at the different 
specialist stores it was identified that some stores will not conduct the fitting process 
unless the consumer commits to pay, another charges for the fitting service as 
standard. With the number of specialist stores shrinking (Mintel Marketing 
Intelligence, 2010a), they cannot afford to invest effort in uneconomical practices.  
Again, as identified in the literature review (Mintel Marketing Intelligence, 2010b) not 
being able to try the shoes on appears to be the main reason participants will not 
purchase shoes using the internet. In the questionnaire 18 of the 42 participants were 
unwilling to purchase shoes on the internet, and the main reasons provided related to 
ensuring the shoe fitted. Another reason, highlighted in the focus groups, was the 
perceived difficulty in having to return the shoes if they did not fit. 
 
7.4.1.2 How Much Participants Spend When Purchasing Running Shoes 
The questionnaire participants were most likely to spend between £41 and £100 on 
running shoes, with the highest concentration being between £61 and £80 (see Table 
7.18). The men were willing to pay a higher price than the women and there was no 
discernable difference between the age groups. The customers interviewed from 
specialist stores were most likely to spend similar amounts, between £60 and £80. This 
is substantially more than the average sale price in the United States (NPD Group, 
2008); however, these are data from, primarily, frequent runners that shop in 
specialist stores and this research suggests that they are likely to spend more, placing 
shoe function of higher importance than price. Two of the focus group participants 
would not purchase lower priced footwear because of perceived lower quality. 
Another participant stated that if a shoe was suitable they would purchase it 
irrespective of price, a notion supported by some of the runners in the focus groups. 
Non-runners from the focus groups appear to spend less, shopping at general 
sportswear stores because of their perceived value for money. 
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GENDER 
AMOUNT (£) 
0 - 20 21 - 40 41 - 60 61 - 80 81 - 100 
Males  1 5 18 10 
Females   5 6 1 
TOTAL  1 10 24 11 
 
Table 7.18 | The amount questionnaire participants are willing to spend on running shoes 
 
7.4.1.3 How Often Participants Purchase Running Shoes 
The majority of the runners completing the questionnaire estimated that they bought 
between one and five pairs of shoes per year (see Table 7.19). This trend was prevalent 
through all age ranges. Since most of these participants were there to run the London 
Marathon this outcome was expected. There was a desire, throughout the focus 
groups, for longer lasting footwear with participants complaining that their current 
shoes ‘lost’ their cushioning or became worn too soon. 
 
 
 NO. OF PAIRS PURCHASED (per annum) 
GENDER Less than 1 1 - 2 3 - 5 6 - 9 10+ 
Males 3 11 15 2 0 
Females 1 6 4 0 0 
TOTAL 4 17 19 2 0 
 
Table 7.19 | The number of pairs of running shoes questionnaire participants purchased each year 
 
7.4.1.4 Length of Time Spent Purchasing Running Shoes 
The participants varied in the time they spent purchasing running shoes, some, in the 
interviews, would only spend 10 minutes and others liked to spend longer because of 
the experience provided. Over 70% of the questionnaire participants wanted to 
complete the purchase within 40 minutes (see Table 7.20). This aligns with the amount 
of time specialist store staff would spend with customers, between 20 and 50 minutes, 
and is under the one hour identified by the majority of the EUROShoE study 
participants as the maximum time they would spend purchasing shoes (Piller, 2002). 
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GENDER 
TIME SPENT (minutes) 
0 - 20 21 - 40 41 - 60 61 - 80 81 - 100 101+ 
Males 11 13 5   1 
Females 4 3 3 1   
TOTAL 15 16 8 1  1 
 
Table 7.20 | Length of time questionnaire participants spend purchasing running shoes  
 
7.4.1.5 Purchasing at Specialist Running Stores 
The specialist running store was highlighted as a popular purchase location in the 
literature review (Stuhlfaut and Sullivan, 2007), the exploratory study and in various 
parts of this study, particularly for runners. This section contains an overview of the 
service offered by the four specialist running stores visited for this study. Some of the 
key characteristics of each service are outlined in Table 7.21. All of the services are 
structured, perhaps unsurprisingly, around ensuring the customer selects a suitable 
shoe with regards to fit and performance. It was observed that the process staff use 
with customers to recommend running shoes is very similar for stores 1 to 3 (see Table 
7.22). The key step within this process is the repeated utilisation of gait analysis; this 
allows the staff to make recommendations to the customer and enables the customer 
to evaluate the shoes they are wearing. There are variations to this process. If, in the 
member of staff’s opinion, the customer is deemed to be pronating or supinating 
excessively then they may be recommended pre-made orthotics or insoles and, in 
extreme cases, an appointment with a biomechanist or a podiatrist. This could occur at 
step 3 or, if the new shoes did not improve the customer’s gait sufficiently, step 5. A 
customer could also, from the outset, be adamant that they want to purchase a 
particular shoe. In this case, all staff reported that they attempt to investigate why/if 
they believe the shoes are suitable; most staff will then encourage them to run in 
these shoes on the treadmill to ensure their appropriateness.  
 
As discussed previously, staff in store 2 reported that they would attempt to ensure 
that, prior to going through steps 2 to 6 with a customer and investing around 20 
minutes of their time, the customer is committed to purchasing a pair of running 
shoes. Store 4 charges for its consultation; the customer pays £40 and experiences a 
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more in depth fitting process than the other stores; they run bare foot in addition to 
with shoes and over a pressure distribution mat, enabling the retail assistant to 
analyse how the foot falls. When studying videos taken during the process, the 
movement of the customer’s whole body is observed, not only the feet, as happens in 
the other stores. In addition the staff also recommend stretches and exercises to help 
the customer improve their gait. The focus of store 4 is also one of, if necessary, 
prescribing custom orthotics; the customer is aware of this when making the 
appointment. The customer will then pay an additional charge for the orthotic but with 
this receive extra benefits such as 10% off future purchases and a free check up six 
months after purchase. 
 
STORE 1 2 3 4 
Service Video gait analysis  
Old & new shoes 
Video gait analysis  
Old & new shoes 
Video gait analysis  
Old & new shoes 
- Video gait analysis 
Barefoot, old & new 
shoes 
- Foot pressure scan 
- Exercise & stretch 
recommendations 
- Custom orthotic 
fitting
1
 
Charge for 
Fitting 
NO NO
2
 NO YES (£40)
3
 
Booking 
Required 
NO NO NO YES 
Average time 
spent with 
Customer 
(mins) 
15 - 60 20 - 25 15 - 20 50 
Training 
received 
Shoe companies 
offer basic training 
on models 
In-store training, 
unspecified 
frequency 
Not formally Weekly looking at 
different 
areas/issues from 
past week 
     
1Service is at an additional charge (£95 - 110) on top of the fitting session and the running shoe purchase. Only carried out if 
deemed necessary 
2Try to ensure customer is committed to purchasing shoes from store before proceeding with fitting 
3Can carry out a shorter, free service, just looking at the shoes. Most customers book for the full service 
 
Table 7.21 | Services provided by the different stores 
 
There appears to be no consistency in the training the different stores provide staff. 
Despite all staff providing recommendations based on the results of the gait analysis, 
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most of the advice given to the customer is built up from experience or learnt from a 
colleague. This is slightly concerning as there is the possibility that staff are 
misinterpreting the gait analysis data and recommending shoes that are inappropriate 
for the customer’s needs. Most of the staff do, however, have a background in a 
relevant area, for example, a degree in Sports and Exercise Science or experience as an 
athlete. Some of the staff receive weekly to monthly internal training and additional 
training from companies pertaining to relevant products.  
 
STEP 
1 Ascertain what the customer is looking for in shoes  
2 Establish the customer’s running shoe history 
3 Gait analysis of the customer in old running shoes 
4 
The retail assistant selects potentially 
suitable new shoes (2-3 pairs) 
These 2 steps are repeated with 
the different running shoes 
selected by the staff until all have 
been analysed and the customer 
has a preference 
5 
The customer tries the new shoes and gait 
analysis is undertaken in these shoes 
6 The customer makes a purchase decision considering recommendations 
 
Table 7.22 | Staff service guidelines for stores 1 – 3  
 
Staff at stores 1, 2 and 3 all state that they have a loyal customer base and much 
additional custom comes via word of mouth.  They also reported that customers, in 
general, come for their advice and select whichever shoe they recommend. All stores 
had some minor issues with customers returning shoes but, they felt, the levels of 
returns were minimised by following their outlined processes. 
 
Summary  
The process employed by specialist stores, allowing consumers to try on shoes, 
analysing and imparting advice and placing them at the centre of the selection process, 
appears to be popular amongst runners. This should be considered when designing for 
an effective personalisation experience; however, the intention should be to deliver a 
consistent reliable service that depends less on staff opinion. 
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7.4.2 Establishing What Influences Participants When Purchasing Running 
Shoes 
There were a variety influences on the participants when purchasing running shoes. 
Questionnaire participants were asked to rank (see Table 7.23) and rate the 
importance (see Table 7.24) of different influences when purchasing running shoes. 
Comfort, support and injury prevention were identified as the most important 
influences: when ranked they received substantially more first place votes (45) than 
the other criteria (6) and received 94 ‘very important’ votes between them compared 
with the 21 ‘very important’ votes for the other aspects. Price was often ranked as the 
third most important aspect when purchasing shoes, demonstrating that it is of 
concern but only after a shoe has been found that is suitable for their feet. Aesthetics 
and brand were ranked more frequently from fourth to eighth; many participants did 
not believe they were important at all (13). Durability and the technology were often 
left unranked by participants. When ranked, durability appears most frequently from 
third to fifth, and is considered of some importance (27) to many participants. 
Companies’ technology, for example, Nike’s Air and Adidas’s ClimaCool, was often the 
lowest ranked with many participants believing it to be one of the least important 
aspects to a running shoe. There are many potential reasons for this: participants may 
have felt that these technologies were employed as marketing tools; perhaps they did 
not understand the potential benefits of the different technologies available. 
 
FACTOR 
RANK TOTAL 
VOTES 1st 2nd 3rd 4th 5th 6th 7th 8th 9th 
Support 18 14 5  2  1 1  41 
Comfort 17 11 9       37 
Injury Prevention 10 7 11 6 3 1 1   39 
Price 2 7 10 12 2 4 1 2  40 
Aesthetics 2 4 1 3 7 5 9 4  35 
Brand 1 3 1 5 5 5 7 7  34 
Durability 1 2 5 7 7 1 1 1 1 26 
Technology  4 3 1 3 3 5 11  30 
Other: Weight  1        1 
Other: Width      1    1 
 
Table 7.23 | Questionnaire participants’ rank of selection criteria when purchasing running shoes 
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TOTAL 
VOTES ASPECT 
Comfort   1 4 35  40 
Support 2  3 4 31  40 
Injury Prevention  3 2 6 28 1 40 
Durability  2 11 19 8  40 
Price  5 15 15 5  40 
Aesthetics 6 5 16 7 3  37 
Technology 5 5 16 13 2  41 
Brand 7 9 12 10 2  40 
Other: Weight     1  1 
 
Table 7.24 | Importance of different running shoe aspects to questionnaire participants 
 
These results are supported by the interviews and mirror those identified in the 
literature review (Collazzo, 1988; Marti, 1989; Stuhlfaut and Sullivan, 2007; Schubert et 
al., 2011) the functional characteristics of the footwear are more important to 
participants than appearance and brand, particularly runners. The results of the focus 
groups also clearly demonstrated the influence of comfort and performance on 
participants’ purchase decisions; some would not shop on the internet because they 
could not try the shoe on and others would not even consider price before satisfying 
their functional requirements. There are, however, data from the different studies that 
suggests that price is of greater importance to some of the participants than indicated 
by the tables. Some of the non-runners stated that they placed priority on price over 
other factors as they would not be using the shoe to run in very often. A number of 
participants would set a maximum purchase amount on their shoes before 
contemplating other aspects, such as comfort, restricting their potential range; others 
would not consider shoes below a certain price because they felt that the quality must 
be negatively affected. Many participants alluded to the need for shoes that were, 
what they perceive to be, good value for money. 
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7.4.2.1 Influence of Appearance 
The majority of participants did not consider aesthetics of high importance when 
purchasing running shoes; however, it is clear that the shoes’ appearance influenced 
their perception of the shoes’ functionality and ability to satisfy the more important 
attributes. Several of the non-runners from the focus groups, many of whom took no 
advice when purchasing running shoes, made quite crude decisions based on the 
shoes’ appearance, for example, purchasing a shoe with a large silhouette, hoping it 
would be more durable than a previous, slimmer model. Another avoided purchasing a 
heavy looking shoe, as they assumed it would be uncomfortable. The results from the 
attitudinal scaling exercise, conducted as part of the focus groups, demonstrate clearly 
these assumptions. Table 7.25 shows how the six shoes used (see Figure 7.8) are 
classified and priced by New Balance. The overall rankings are displayed in Table 7.26; 
Table 7.27 shows the ratings each of the shoes. The winter running shoe (shoe 6) was 
considered the most durable, along with the trail shoe (shoe 1); the participants 
explained in the subsequent discussion that this was due, in part, to their large 
outsoles and thick uppers. Shoe 5, the lightweight running shoe, is marked out as one 
of the least durable, with participants referencing the weight. These results highlight 
the importance of consumer access to appropriate advice, enabling participants to 
look beyond appearance, to ensure they purchase suitable shoes. Many consumers 
purchase from specialist running stores for this reason (Stuhlfaut and Sullivan, 2007). 
 
 
SHOE 
PURPOSE PRICE NO. MODEL 
1 783 Trail (off-road running) Low 
2 1224 Stability road running shoe High 
3 CT470 Classic court shoe Mid 
4 757 Neutral road running shoe Low 
5 826 Lightweight road running shoe Mid 
6 921 Trail (winter running) Mid 
  
Table 7.25 | New Balance classification of the shoes used in the attitudinal scaling exercise 
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Figure 7.8 | Shoes 1 to 4 (top) and 5 & 6 (bottom) from the attitudinal scaling exercise 
 
 
CATEGORY 
RANK 
1st 2nd 3rd 4th 5th 6th 
Comfort Shoe 4 5 2 6 1 3 
Attractiveness 4 2 5 1 6 3 
Practicality 4 2 1,5 6 3  
Expense 6 2 5 4 1 3 
Durability 6 1 2 4 5 3 
 
Table 7.26 | Ranking of shoes for the different categories from the attitudinal scaling exercise 
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CATEGORY 
SHOE 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
Comfort 48.5 67.5 38.3 72.1 71.3 52.4 
Attractiveness 44.6 58.2 19.8 65.3 57.9 35.3 
Practicality 64.9 68.3 44.6 69.5 64.9 63.4 
Expense 52.3 69.5 27.2 62.1 64.6 76.4 
Durability 74.5 70.9 49.6 66.1 53.0 83.0 
 
Table 7.27 | The mean ratings of each shoe for the different categories from the attitudinal scaling exercise 
 
The results also reveal the importance of tailoring the shoes’ appearance to appeal to 
the target market. Despite not being the least expensive on display and the only shoe 
intended for the leisure market, participants believed that the court shoe (shoe 3) was 
the most inexpensive and unattractive shoe by a considerable margin. It was also 
considered uncomfortable and impractical. Surrounded by five running shoes, at a 
focus group where the subject matter is running shoes, it may be suggested that 
participants rated the court shoes whilst considering their suitability as running shoes. 
The rankings for the road running shoes, the most popular category of running shoes 
(NPD Group, 2008), amongst the selection (2, 4 and 5) support this; they were viewed 
as the most comfortable and attractive footwear and they were also amongst the most 
practical and expensive shoes.  
 
The results of the personality profiling exercise from the focus groups indicate that 
product styling can elicit a similar response from different types of consumer (see 
Table 7.28); there are many similarities in the personality of the running shoe (see 
Figure 7.9) derived by the different groups. Both groups of males assigned fairly similar 
personalities to the shoes, providing similar ages, occupations, hobbies and 
personalities. The female groups clearly saw the shoe as a male and assigned similar 
ages and occupations. Three of the groups agree on the types of hobbies and 
personality traits.  
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FOCUS GROUP 
RUNNERS NON-RUNNERS 
Male Female Male Female 
Gender Neither male nor 
female 
Male Neither male nor 
female 
Male 
Age Mid 40s Mid 40s Early 30s/40s Late 30s 
Occupation Housewife, 
midwife 
Teacher, Engineer, 
Finance 
Housewife Academic 
Hobbies Jogging, Yoga, Gym 
Classes 
Hiking Jogging, Shopping Jogging, Squash 
Personality Friendly, annoying Fun, Extrovert Flashy Shy, normal 
Misc. Someone who 
often changes 
hobbies; quits gym 
after few months, 
attends only 
'trendy' classes. 
Someone trying to 
be cool. A father. 
Someone trying to 
stand out, wife of 
wealthy husband. 
Person who 
doesn't want to 
stand out. 
 
Table 7.28 | Focus group personality profiling results  
 
 
 
 
Figure 7.9 | Running shoe used in the product personality profiling exercise 
 
 
From the discussion it became clear that personality traits such as extrovert, flashy and 
fun were largely based upon the orange and metallic finishing on the shoe, although it 
is possible that the size, brand and condition of the shoes were an influence. 
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Establishing the desired characteristics when designing the shoe is important to ensure 
the shoe appeals to the target consumer. The colour schemes of the shoes play an 
important part in establishing their attractiveness. During the attitudinal scaling 
exercise shoes 1, 3 and 6 were considered unattractive; participants revealed that the 
colours were a factor in their decisions. When questionnaire participants were asked 
to select the colours they would consider when purchasing running shoes, the most 
popular selections were what could be considered conservative colours for running 
shoes; blue, white, red and black (see Table 7.29), although a wide range were 
selected. Due to the number of questionnaires that were completed by males (73.8%) 
some colours traditionally perceived as feminine, pink and lilac may have received 
fewer selections. With a personalisation service the colours provided should be 
carefully considered to ensure that consumers are able to produce a desirable result. 
 
COLOURS 
Blue 33 Grey 17 
White 31 Orange 16 
Red 23 Purple 11 
Black 21 Gold  9 
Green 19 Pink 6 
Yellow 19 Brown 6 
Silver 18 Lilac 4 
 
Table 7.29 | Number of selections for the different colours questionnaire 
participants consider when purchasing running shoes 
 
None of the shoes from the attitudinal scaling exercise were considered particularly 
attractive; the shoe rated most attractive received a mean rating of just over 65 out of 
100. The extent to which running shoes need to be attractive is debatable; in the 
literature and research running shoes are classified as primarily practical items not 
suitable for fashion use (Stuhlfaut and Sullivan, 2007) and the evidence from this study 
supports the hypothesis that running shoes may be developed to elicit a stronger 
semantic cognitive response than aesthetic cognitive response from the consumer 
(Piller, 2002; Crilly et al., 2004). Any running shoes developed should be attractive to a 
degree where the functional requirements are not compromised. 
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7.4.2.2 Brand Perception  
Although the majority of participants do not rank brand of primary importance when 
purchasing running shoes, their perception of brands appears to be a key influence 
during the purchase process. Brand perception influenced many of the runners from 
the focus group when they were purchasing running shoes, opting for a brand that 
they perceived would provide good comfort, fit, injury prevention and durability, for 
example, Asics or Mizuno. Some participants would not buy certain brands because of 
poor previous experiences; others would continually purchase the same model to try 
and avoid injury. These findings align with research explored within the literature 
review (Hoyer and Brown, 1990). Developing a personalisation service that offers 
shoes with improvements of key aspects, e.g. comfort and performance will, hopefully, 
establish a good reputation for a brand, encouraging custom and consequently loyalty. 
 
7.4.2.3 Sources of Advice 
Questionnaire participants considered the retail staff as the most valuable source of 
advice when purchasing running shoes (see Table 7.30), those interviewed agreed and 
many of the runners from the focus group also felt their input was valuable. Other 
sources of advice considered by participants were internet-based reviews, running 
magazines, friends and family and coaches. Providing the consumer with some form of 
advice is of importance when purchasing running shoes; as detailed earlier, some of 
the non-runners in the focus group decided against taking advice and subsequently 
made poor purchase decisions based on their perception of a shoe’s appearance. 
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GENDER 
Males 4 4 6 19 7 11 1 1 
Females  4 2 8 1 2   
TOTAL 4 8 8 27 8 13 1 1 
 
Table 7.30 | Sources of advice for questionnaire participants when purchasing running shoes 
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7.4.2.4 Influence of the Environment 
Different elements of the in store service offered by the specialist running stores 
influenced participants when purchasing running shoes. One of the runners from the 
focus groups felt that the gait analysis provided by specialist stores was important, 
providing the reassurance they need that the shoe would be suitable for them. 
Another utilised the information provided in store displays to try and understand the 
suitability of a particular shoe. In the interviews participants disclosed that a 
comfortable environment relaxed them and encouraged them to stay longer. Visits to 
the Nike and Adidas in store personalisation services clearly demonstrated how much 
the environment provided may influence a decision, from the way the products are 
presented to the support provided. Both services were completely different; the Nike 
service was tailored toward the leisure market and the Adidas service, the 
performance market. Further details of the visits are provided later in this chapter. It is 
essential to stage a purchase experience that is tailored to the target consumers, 
increasing the likelihood of a purchase (Pine and Gilmore, 1998).  
 
7.4.3 Identifying the Activities Participants Use Their Running Shoes for 
The results from the online questionnaire (see Table 7.31) and focus groups (see Table 
7.32) indicate that the participants’ running shoes are used for a range of activities. 
Many of the participants wear them to the gym, work, shopping, for a variety of sports 
and, unsurprisingly, running. The online questionnaire results also indicate that 
participants frequently used running shoes for activities other than running, with more 
participants wearing them nine or more times a month for work (16) and to go to the 
gym (13) than those running in them (12). Activities that were undertaken less 
frequently in running shoes were dancing (6) and hiking (10). The majority of 
participants rarely used their shoes for non-sporting activities other than those listed, 
with gardening being the only other activity, listed by a single participant. This result 
supports the data gathered in (see Section 6.4) and outside this project (Stuhlfaut and 
Sullivan, 2007; Branthwaite and Chockalingam, 2009), with running shoes seen as a 
practical shoe often put to different uses. From the focus group discussions it became 
clear that people may wear their shoes for multiple activities for a combination of 
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reasons: financial, convenience and a lack of knowledge about shoe suitability. Some 
of the runners commented that wearing their running shoes put them in the mind set 
to do sporting activities and nearly all participants felt that they are not suitable to 
wear for socialising. The non-runners use their shoes for non-sporting uses more than 
the runners, primarily for convenience e.g. wearing to work and shopping. 
 
ACTIVITY 
FREQUENCY OF PARTICIPATION (times per month) 
TOTAL 
VOTES Never 1 - 2 3 - 4 5 - 6 7 - 8 9+ 
Dancing 42 3 2 0 0 1 48 
Fitness walking 32 6 4 2 1 3 48 
Gym 15 6 3 5 6 13 48 
Hiking 38 7 1 1 0 1 48 
Household tasks 28 5 4 2 2 7 48 
Running 8 9 10 4 5 12 48 
Shopping 23 4 7 9 2 3 48 
Wear to social events 31 8 3 3 2 1 48 
Wear to work/study 22 1 5 2 2 16 48 
Other Sports 20 7 9 5 1 6 48 
Other 44 1 0 1 1 1 48 
 
Table 7.31 | Frequency of activities undertaken by online questionnaire participants in running shoes 
 
 
ACTIVITY 
FOCUS GROUP  
Male 
‘Runners’ 
Female 
‘Runners’ 
Male ‘Non-
runners’ 
Female ‘Non-
runners’ 
TOTAL 
VOTES 
Dancing 0 0 0 0 0 
Fitness Walking 1 0 2 0 3 
Gym 5 3 3 4 15 
Hiking 0 1 2 0 3 
Household tasks 0 0 3 0 3 
Other activities 3 0 0 0 3 
Play other Sports 4 2 4 3 13 
Running 6 4 6 1 17 
Shopping 0 2 4 2 8 
Wear to social events 0 0 1 0 1 
Wear to work/study 0 1 4 3 8 
 
Table 7.32 | Focus group participants’ running shoe use 
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Multiple participants from both the focus groups and questionnaires listed racquet 
sports as ‘other sports’ that they undertook in running shoes; one participant even 
stated that they purchased a certain type of running shoe because it would be good to 
play tennis in. These participants are increasing their injury risk, wearing shoes that are 
not suitable for the motion required of the foot in racquet sports. This reinforces the 
importance of providing the consumer with appropriate support/advice when 
purchasing running shoes, to ensure they select appropriate footwear. 
 
7.4.4 Investigating Potential Difficulties Participants Experience When 
Finding Running Shoes to Suit Their Needs 
The majority of difficulties experienced by participants in finding appropriate running 
shoes can be separated into two broad categories: selection difficulties, where the 
correct shoe is most likely available but the consumer does not identify it and 
difficulties that require product improvements, where the current footwear cannot 
satisfy the consumer’s requirements.  
 
7.4.4.1 Selection Difficulties 
The non-runners from the focus group listed their dislikes of their current shoes that 
included: shoes being too bulky, unsuitable for non-running tasks and the grip wearing 
away. These issues may have been avoided if they had sought some form of advice 
during the purchase process instead of selecting according to their perception of the 
shoe’s appearance. Runners often repetitively purchase the same model without 
consideration of the options available; their dislikes included how quickly the 
cushioning ‘disappeared’ and the shoe being too heavy. By following a fitting process 
or using a personalisation service they may receive a better suiting shoe. There also 
appears to be no standard for the advice given by retail staff during fitting sessions at 
specialist stores. Although evidence was not found in this study for any consequent 
issues, the idea that one store may recommend one shoe to a consumer and another 
store a completely different shoe, despite conducting a similar process, is of concern. 
There are also instances where the consumer makes compromises knowingly, buying 
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their shoes to use for multiple activities due to financial and convenience reasons, as 
detailed in the previous section. In addition to providing advice, a personalisation 
service may be designed to educate, minimising the possibility that a consumer makes 
inappropriate selections. 
 
7.4.4.2 Required Product Improvements 
In the questionnaire, seven of the 42 runners that completed the questionnaire wore 
orthotics, a similar ratio to those identified in the literature review (Stuhlfaut and 
Sullivan, 2007; Babb, 2008). They were worn predominately to correct pronation and 
also for comfort. Five of the seven participants wore prescribed orthotics. In a separate 
question 12 of the 42 participants answered that they experienced difficulties finding 
running shoes that fitted their needs exactly; primarily they experienced issues that 
were fit-based: large and wide feet, flat and ‘strangely’ shaped feet and the need for 
support were all listed. These results support the data in the literature review 
(Johnston et al., 2003; Stuhlfaut and Sullivan, 2007); there is a need for better fitting, 
more supportive footwear for certain individuals. Personalisation has the potential to 
provide solutions tailored to individuals using technologies like additive manufacturing 
(Piller, 2006).   
 
In addition to a need there is also a desire for better fitting, more supportive footwear: 
when asked how running shoes could be improved, both runners and non-runners 
from the focus groups desired primarily functional improvements in footwear, e.g. 
better fit and support, but also more aesthetic options and cheaper prices. There was 
an interest in ‘tuning’ a shoe to suit certain conditions, for example, using a waterproof 
material for the upper to prepare a shoe for extreme conditions. Many were aware of 
personalisation but didn’t feel that the current services provided options capable of 
satisfying their needs, an issue also highlighted within the literature review (Yessin, 
2008).  
 
The tendency of many runners to stick with the same model, to avoid injury, means 
they often sacrifice satisfaction with certain aspects of their footwear. When exploring 
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dislikes of their current footwear, runners were unhappy with the aspects including: 
aesthetics, the durability and the weight. With personalisation these runners could 
potentially retain the basic most important comfort and performance aspects of their 
footwear, while tailoring other aspects to suit their desires. 
 
7.4.5 Understanding Participants Knowledge and Attitude toward Current 
Footwear Personalisation  
This section is split into three parts: in the first the participants’ attitudes and interest 
towards current personalisation services are explored; the second contains the results 
and analysis from the online questionnaire regarding the NikeiD service and the third 
outlines the visits to the in store versions of the NikeiD and Mi Adidas services. 
 
7.4.5.1 Attitudes and Interest towards Running Shoe Personalisation  
Of the 42 questionnaire participants, over half (23) were interested in the 
personalisation of their running shoes (see Table 7.33). In the 18 to 25 year old group, 
all of whom were males, seven out of eight of the participants were interested in 
personalisation, concurring with the prior information stating that personalisation may 
be more suited to a younger consumer (Yessin, 2008; Nordin, 2011). 
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Yes 17 6 7 4 6 2 4 0 23 
No 14 5 1 5 5 6 1 1 19 
 
Table 7.33 | Questionnaire participants’ interest in personalising their running shoes 
 
Results show that questionnaire participants with an interest in personalisation were 
open to both functional and aesthetic personalisation (see Table 7.34). There was, 
however, a stronger interest toward personalising comfort, fit and support, the aspects 
of primary importance to runners when purchasing running shoes (Marti, 1989; 
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Stuhlfaut and Sullivan, 2007; Schubert et al., 2011). Adding logos/flags and text to 
footwear were seen as the least interesting aspects of personalisation.  
Interestingly, of the 12 people who experienced difficulties finding suitable shoes, only 
half were interested in personalisation, a method that may potentially provide a 
solution to their issues. This result lends support to the theory that current footwear 
personalisation is perceived as inadequate (Yessin, 2008). Focus group participants 
were also interested in running shoes that suited them better, in terms of fit, comfort 
and support, but did not feel they could achieve this through current personalisation 
options. Some were interested in aesthetic personalisation but either as a gift for 
someone else or for shoes that lasted longer than running shoes, e.g. track and fashion 
shoes.  
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Comfort  1 3 8 14 26 
Fit   5 5 14 24 
Support 1 2 3 8 11 25 
Colours 3 2 4 6 8 23 
Design 1 3 6 5 8 23 
Aesthetics 4 3 5 3 8 23 
Personal Text 5 4 4 3 7 23 
Logos/Flags 4 4 6 3 6 23 
Other: Weight     1 1 
 
Table 7.34 | Questionnaire participants’ interest in different areas of personalisation of running shoes 
 
 
The majority of the questionnaire participants would not pay more than a 20% 
premium of their usual running shoe price for personalised running shoes (see Table 
7.35). Eight of the participants were unwilling to pay a premium higher than 5%. These 
results indicate a slightly lower premium than those found in the literature review 
(Piller, 2002; Piller and Müller, 2004). 
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PREMIUM (%) 
TOTAL 
VOTES 
No 
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 -
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7
1
 -
 1
0
0
 
1
0
0
+
 
0 8 9 9 1  1   28 
 
Table 7.35 | Percentage premium participants were willing to pay for personalised running shoes 
 
7.4.5.2 NikeiD Online Analysis 
The answers to the online questionnaire regarding the NikeiD service, the largest of 
the current sports footwear personalisation services (see Section 3.8.2), are detailed in 
Table 7.36 and explored in the following sections.  
 
1. When selecting your shoe did you find the information provided for each shoe was… 
Not enough Just right Too much   
19 22 0   
     
2. Did you find that the system for designing the shoes was… 
Easy to use Quite easy to use Just Right Quite difficult to Use Difficult to use 
20 11 8 2 0 
     
3. Did you think that the number of colour/pattern choices on offer were… 
Not enough Just right Too much   
22 17 2   
 
4. Do you think shoes are… 
Too cheap A little too cheap Just right A little too expensive Too expensive 
0 0 9 22 10 
 
5. Would you use this service? 
Definitely not Probably not Maybe Probably Definitely 
4 9 17 11 0 
 
Table 7.36 | Answers to NikeiD analysis statements 
 
Information provided for each shoe 
Out of the 41 participants, 22 found the level of information (see Figure 7.10) was just 
right and 19 thought there was not enough. None of the participants believed there 
was too much information. Those who selected ‘Just right’ for their answer felt that a 
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higher level of information was not required as running shoes were not technical items 
and that the shoes’ attributes were well described. Six of the participants who selected 
‘Not enough’ as their answer could not find any information; the user has to scroll to 
the bottom of the page and navigate tabs to locate it. This emphasises the importance 
of easy to access support (Rogoll and Piller, 2004). Others wanted more information on 
the suitability of individual shoes and the fit of the shoe e.g. narrow toe, high-arch etc. 
 
 
Figure 7.10 | The information provided for the Nike Air Pegasus 28 shoe on the NikeiD site (Nike, 2011a)  
 
Toolkit ease of use 
20 of the 41 participants found the NikeiD toolkit easy to use, eleven found it quite 
easy to use and eight thought it was just right; only two participants believed the 
toolkit was difficult to use in any way. It is clear that there was an error in the design of 
this Likert scale with the use of ‘Just Right’ as people who may have selected this could 
also have selected ‘Easy to use’. ‘Neither easy nor difficult’ would be an appropriate 
alternative. Those who believed that the toolkit was easy to use felt that it was 
intuitive and straightforward, with certain aspects of the toolkit singled out for praise; 
the use of audio, the ‘What’s Left’ drop down list and the percentage completion 
gauge. Two participants found it easy and quick to use because the personalisation 
options were limited. Four of the 11 participants who selected ‘Quite easy to use’ 
provided negative comments about the toolkit; two felt the ‘What’s Left’ drop down 
menu was difficult to operate, as detailed in the literature review (see Section 4.5.1), 
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another felt that more instructions were required and one had a problem with not 
being able to change the tongue image for a specific shoe. Both of the participants 
who selected ‘Quite difficult to use’ could not find where to start when personalising 
the shoe; they had to click on the shoe to start the process, they may have been 
waiting for a menu to appear. One also believed that the colours used for the toolkit 
made the website difficult to read; when developing a toolkit the contrast levels 
should be appropriate to ensure accessibility. Yessin’s study (2008) found that 
participants experienced major problems with NikeiD’s design toolkit; however, this 
review was conducted using the old toolkit. These results indicate, with the majority of 
participants stating that it was easy to use, that Nike have improved their toolkit’s 
usability. 
Colour/pattern choices available 
Over half of the participants, 22, felt that there were not enough colour and pattern 
choices, 17 believed the amount of choice was just right, whilst two of the participants 
thought there was too much choice. A reason provided by a number of participants for 
selecting not enough choice was frustration with the variance in the number of choices 
for the different parts of the shoe; for certain parts of the shoe there are many more 
aesthetic choices than others (see Figure 7.11), primarily because of the materials 
utilised in these parts. Others felt the pattern choices were limited and wanted more 
exclusive colours. Those who selected ‘Just Right’ felt that the colours available 
ensured that no one could produce a particularly ugly shoe; one participant however 
did feel that the choice for some parts of the shoe was quite limited. These results 
concur with those from the literature review; the level of choice offered is problematic 
(Yessin, 2008). 
 
 
Figure 7.11 | There are only 3 colour choices for the lower overlay for the Nike Shox Turbo VI (left) 
for the base there are 10 choices (right) (Nike, 2011a) 
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Cost of Shoes 
22 of the 41 participants thought that the shoes, priced between £80 and £137, were a 
little too expensive whilst ten thought they were too expensive. The remaining nine 
participants thought they were priced appropriately. Reasons why the shoes were 
considered too expensive generally fell into two categories: the shoes were too 
expensive for running shoes and that the personalisation process didn’t warrant such a 
premium. Ensuring the price is similar to that of standard products and that the 
personalisation process offers the choices its consumers desire are essential to a 
service’s success (Huffman and Kahn, 1998; Piller et al., 2004). These results 
strengthen the theory that current services do not necessarily provide the suitable 
type and level of personalisation. 
 
Future Use of the Service  
17 of the participants said they may use this service whereas 11 said that they would 
probably use it. Nine stated that they probably would not and the final four said that 
they definitely would not. Several of the participants were unlikely to use the service 
again because of the price and the fact that they could not try the shoes on in advance: 
something that appears to be of importance to many that purchase running shoes. 
Other reasons included: a preference for other brands, a poor prior experience and the 
wait for the shoes being too long. These are all issues that require addressing to 
implement a successful personalisation service. 
 
One participant stated that they may use the service again because they could produce 
something unique, another felt it allowed them to purchase a Nike shoe, as they 
usually disliked Nike’s colour combinations. The idea of using the service to mark a 
special event, memory, or affiliation with a group was also raised; this is already 
popular for certain items of clothing, for example, many groups buy personalised t-
shirts to signify a holiday. 
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7.4.5.3 Personalisation In Store Services Review 
In this section the in store services offered by NikeiD and Mi Adidas are explored to 
understand how they may contribute to consumers’ current attitudes toward footwear 
personalisation. 
 
NikeiD 
The in store versions of the NikeiD personalisation service are known as iD studios, this 
studio was based at NikeTown in London. There are two levels of service: the public 
studio where consumers can use one of the computers to personalise their shoe using 
the iD toolkit or the appointment only private studio upstairs. This studio is frequented 
by celebrities, including athletes, perhaps giving the service a certain kudos to some 
consumers. This section explores the experience provided by the private studio as it 
differs from the online service to a greater extent than the public studio which allows 
consumers to use the online service in store, as they would in any other location. 
 
There are only three other flagship iD studios in NikeTowns around the world (New 
York, Osaka and Paris) and appointments can be very difficult to secure. There is no 
advertising for the service apart from a small link on the website. It appears that Nike 
intend this to be a more exclusive experience and to reinforce this impression the 
room is sealed off from the public. Upon arrival the customer is booked in by a 
concierge and offered a drink (in some cases champagne) and snacks are offered. The 
room is a transparent cube, floating in the air, connected only by the walkway. Inside 
the studio is designed to inspire the customer; walls are filled with shoes created using 
the iD service, all of which can be removed and looked at and mounted at spots 
around the room are prints of original iconic Nike shoe designs (see Figure 7.12). In 
addition, graphic art/shoe fashion books are available to browse through for 
inspiration. The studio is also a relaxing environment; there are four design booths and 
various comfortable chairs around the room (see Figure 7.13). A strong consistent 
theme runs throughout; Nike appear to have invested heavily in the studio.  
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Figure 7.12 | The NikeiD Studio provides plenty of inspiration for customers, the walls are filled with shoes 
produced using the service (left) and original sketches of products hang around the room (right)  
 
 
Figure 7.13 | The NikeiD Studio features four design booths and is sealed off from 
the general public 
 
In the centre of the room are the five choices of shoe, all leisure shoes, positioned on 
top of a large row of chest of drawers (see Figure 7.14) with different size variants 
available situated inside so that the customer can ensure they select the right shoe, 
both for fit and style. The customer is assigned a design consultant, trained to 
understand current colour trends to help the consumer make suitable selections. They 
are shown to a design booth where the toolkit is loaded on an Apple computer so the 
consumer can make their selections. Material samples are provided to support the 
decision making process (see Figure 7.14), reducing any insecurity customers may have 
CHAPTER 7 | MAIN STUDY 
 229 
about their selections. Two shoe models and a colour palette are offered exclusively by 
the studio and customers can also select from additional aesthetic options for a 
greater number of components than the internet based version, for example, the 
colour of the stitching. The service is clearly orientated towards the aesthetics; when 
using the service the researcher was not even prompted to check the fit of their 
chosen shoes.  
 
 
Figure 7.14 | The different available models (left) are positioned in the centre of the room to allow easy 
inspection. Material samples are provided (right) to guide the consumer decision-making process 
 
Customers are allowed from 30 minutes to one hour to design their shoe, sometimes 
longer dependent on how busy the store is. Once an order has been placed it takes a 
maximum of four weeks to deliver the shoes. After payment has been made the 
customer is presented with a plastic business card embellished with an image of their 
shoe (see Section 4.2.2), providing something to remember the service by and an easy 
reference point if they want to share the experience. This may also minimise any 
insecurities the customer has during their wait for the product (Pine, 1993). E-mails are 
sent to the customer at key stages of the product fulfilment: production completion, 
order dispatched and order delivered. When delivered, the shoe arrives in a black box, 
ensuring that the NikeiD theme is employed from start to finish. 
 
Mi Adidas 
Adidas offer two version of the Mi Adidas service: one based at their flagship stores in 
key locations, e.g. in London in the United Kingdom and within certain specialist 
running stores. In this section the service offered by Sweatshop, one of the United 
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Kingdom’s largest specialist running stores, is described. It is based in the Harrods 
department store in London; Adidas’s United Kingdom flagship store was being 
refurbished at the time of the visit. 
 
As established in the literature review this service focuses on customised fit and 
improved performance, in addition to the aesthetics, and this is clearly displayed 
within the store (see Figure 7.15). The Mi Adidas area was a small part of the shoes 
section of the Sweatshop, with three different types of shoe available covering tennis, 
football and running. A limited number of variants of each shoe are on display (see 
Figure 7.15) showing a range of possible colour and technology combinations. 
Consumers can, generally, walk-in to be seen as half of the appointments each day are 
reserved for impromptu custom; customers are not rushed because it is not, in 
general, a busy environment. The retail staff undertake three days training on the Mi 
Adidas service and 40 minutes to one hour is allowed for each appointment. The 
assigned member of staff informed the author that the customers were not normally 
serious athletes; they were people that enjoyed using Adidas shoes. For normal 
purchases in this store the staff would follow a routine similar to that of a specialist 
running store, conducting a gait analysis with customers running on the treadmill to 
ensure the shoes are suitable. Adidas do not include a gait analysis as part of their 
service.  
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Figure 7.15 | The Mi Adidas service procedure is clearly displayed in store (left). Different versions of the 
models offered by Adidas are provided for inspiration (right) 
 
The Mi Adidas service is carried out in three steps: 
 
Step 1: Mi Performance 
The Adidas ‘footscan’ service (see Figure 7.16) is used to measure the customer’s 
pressure distribution and ‘unique physical attributes’; from this the retail assistant will 
decide whether the customer requires extra support in their midsole, designed to 
assist a consumer who is deemed to pronate excessively. Two levels of midsole 
support are available: normal and extra support, known as ‘pro-moderation’ 
technology.  There is no option for extra support for those who supinate.  
 
Step 2: Mi Fit 
Using Adidas’s measuring system the exact length and width of the customer’s feet are 
recorded (see Figure 7.17). Using these figures the retail assistant determines a 
suitable range of shoe sizes for the customer to try, usually the size closest to the 
length of their foot and the two half sizes above. The customer then tries on three 
different widths of these sizes: narrow, medium and wide (see Figure 7.17) and they 
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can walk around the store to check for comfort. The retail assistant does not use the 
measurements taken to recommend a relevant width and checks for comfort as a 
normal retail assistant would, feeling the toe position and asking simple questions.  
 
 
Figure 7.16  | The customer runs onto a pressure distribution mat (left) after which the retail assistant 
analyses the results (right) to establish the level of support required 
 
 
Figure 7.17 | The customer’s feet width and length is recorded using an electronic measuring device (left) and 
the customer then tries on shoes of different widths in the recommended sizes (right) 
 
Step 3: Mi Design 
The final step of the process is the personalisation/customisation of the customers 
shoe, which is carried out by the retail assistant using a toolkit on a laptop similar to 
that of the web-based Mi Adidas toolkit, although the web-based version had not yet 
been implemented when the store visit was undertaken. The following choices are 
related to the Supernova 10 running shoe, selected by the author in store. The choices 
provided were as follows:  
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- A Clima Proof or open mesh upper: the former keeping the foot warm and dry, 
the latter is better ventilated and lighter 
- A road or trail outsole: one for road running, one for off-road pursuits 
- A standard or padded sockliner: the latter option provides additional 
cushioning for the foot 
- A choice of 87 colour combinations: with 4 base colours to choose from 
- Up to 10 characters stitched on the side of the shoes: the same text is applied 
to both shoes.  
The retail assistant talks the customer through the process providing examples where 
possible, and enters their selections for them. Once finished the customer enters their 
details and pays on a separate till, where they are informed that the shoe will be 
delivered within four and six weeks. There is no communication during the wait for 
shoes to be delivered. When the shoes are delivered they arrive in a Mi Adidas 
shoebox with a drawstring Mi Adidas themed bag (see Figure 7.18). 
 
 
Figure 7.18 | The shoes arrive in a Mi Adidas shoe box (left) with a Mi Adidas themed drawstring bag (right) 
 
Comparing the Services 
The two in store services target different segments of the market; Nike concentrate on 
the aesthetic personalisation of leisure shoes, Adidas the comfort and performance of 
functional footwear. Nike employ the same toolkit as they do online, providing certain 
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additional options to increase the exclusivity of the service. At the time of the visit, Mi 
Adidas did not offer an online service.  
 
The experiences offered vary greatly. As the service Nike offers in store is very similar 
to the online version, the focus of the studio is to immerse the customer in an 
inspiring, exclusive experience. With Adidas the service feels similar to that of a 
specialist running store, it’s less exclusive but people can gain access to it much more 
easily. There is a strong theme throughout the NikeiD service that matches well with 
the online identity yet is differentiated by its rich decor. The Mi Adidas service is not as 
well themed, and blends in as part of the overall store. With both services, the 
customer is given ample time and is at the centre of all decisions, empowering them in 
the decision making process. Various sources of help are available when using the 
NikeiD service: a retail assistant is available, material samples are provided and display 
shoes and books can be used for inspiration. For the Mi Adidas service the customer is 
provided with shoes of different widths to try and a small number of shoes to view as 
aesthetic inspiration; samples are not provided for every aspect where decisions are 
required but the retail staff are knowledgeable and insightful. One of the main 
differences between the two services is the retail staff’s involvement; in the NikeiD 
service the assistant is passive and used where required whilst for the Mi Adidas 
service they are in charge, entering the decisions on their laptop. These operational 
differences suit the respective services; however, with the Adidas service at certain 
points, e.g. the aesthetic choices, the customer may want ultimate control, allowing 
them to make decisions in privacy in their own time without the influence of the retail 
staff (Rogoll and Piller, 2004). At the end of the Nike in store process the customer is 
provided with a personalised card as a reminder of their experience, and e-mail 
messages are sent, informing them of their order’s progression. Adidas did not provide 
any memorabilia and contact was not maintained with the customer, missing the 
opportunity to build on the rapport established in store and to minimise any concerns 
the customer has about their purchase (Pine and Gilmore, 1998). 
 
Nike focus their studio’s offering, differentiating it from the online service by providing 
a limited number of shoes to personalise but with exclusive options that cannot be 
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found online. Their options in store are purely aesthetic and play on the customer’s 
desire for individuality; the customer can only personalise these shoes with these 
options in one location in the world. Beyond this the service offers few quantifiable 
benefits. Adidas’s service is more ambitious, intending to deliver three different kinds 
of personalisation in one shoe: comfort, performance and aesthetics. In literature from 
the Mi Adidas website it states that they have over 150 choices of sizes for customers’ 
feet, which sounds impressive; however the reality is that the only variation Adidas 
offers from standard shoe sizing is the three widths, which is bettered by New Balance 
in their standard footwear range. For the ‘footscan’ a dynamic image of the customer’s 
stride pattern is recorded and the plantar pressure measured, but then there are only 
two different levels of support offered dependent on the results. Another issue with 
the ‘footscan’ system is the pressure distribution mat’s length, only one metre; the 
customer must adjust their stride pattern as they run to land each foot on the mat, 
increasing the potential for inaccurate results. The technology appears to be employed 
more as a marketing tool than something the customer really derives any benefit from. 
The aesthetic choices provided are limited; only 87 colour combinations are available. 
This is in comparison to the NikeiD service, where, for some shoes, there are over 100 
million potential combinations (see Appendix A). Results from the online questionnaire 
suggest that some participants find the level of choice offered by Nike too low; the 
number of aesthetic choices offered by the Adidas service is, therefore, potentially 
unsuitable for many. Adidas also provides some additional comfort and performance 
choices, for example, the type of grip on the outsole and the choice of sockliner; 
however, the customer cannot try these options and must rely on the retail assistant’s 
description potentially leaving them insecure about their decisions. A customer is more 
likely to find a better fitting shoe selecting from a range of different shoe brands; the 
Mi Adidas service provides nothing that cannot be found amongst standard footwear, 
the shoes are not truly personalised in their fit or performance. In a specialist running 
store customers are not restricted to one brand and a gait analysis can be performed 
to help make a suitable selection.  
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Summary  
The Mi Adidas store visit provides an indication as to why certain individuals would not 
consider the comfort and performance personalisation of running shoes. The 
measurements taken as part of the service are underutilised and the customer, by 
being restricting to one brand, actually receives a shoe that may fit more poorly than a 
recommended standard shoe. This concurs with research undertaken by Yessin (2008); 
participants must see value for money and the options they desire within a 
personalisation service, otherwise the service may fail (Corcoran, 2004; Williams, 
2010). 
 
Nike only offer personalisation options that are marginally differentiated from those 
online; however, it is through their experience that this service defines itself 
supporting the importance of designing for experience when delivering personalisation 
(Pine and Gilmore, 1998). An enjoyable experience is offered and the customer is 
empowered and appreciated; they are supported during the decision-making process 
and post purchase. However, this exclusiveness of the service may in itself be a 
problem; it is currently a niche part of the iD service and if personalisation was Nike’s 
primary business part of the appeal will be gone and it may be difficult to deliver such 
an enjoyable inclusive experience.  
 
7.5 Overall Summary  
This study has uncovered data for each of the objectives from a range of sources. The 
first objective of this study, exploring how participants purchase their running shoes, 
was achieved through the use of the focus groups, the questionnaires and interviews. 
Shoes are purchased from multiple locations; for participants that considered comfort 
and performance of primary importance, often those who ran frequently, the specialist 
running store is a popular location, the fitting process empowering the consumer and 
leaving them confident in their final decision. For those who know which shoe they 
want to purchase, the convenience and perceived value for money makes the internet 
a popular choice. The general sportswear stores are favoured by participants for whom 
comfort and performance is not as important; they offer a wide range of shoes at 
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attractive prices. The length of time participants are willing to spend purchasing 
running shoes varies; a large percentage will spend no more than 20 minutes, some up 
to 40 minutes while others will take as long as required to find suitable footwear. Most 
participants are hesitant to purchase shoes over £80, although there was an indication 
that some participants may be willing to pay a small premium for personalisation. 
Many participants, particularly runners, also appear willing to pay for an appropriate 
experience, with those who shop in the specialist running stores happy to pay a 
premium for the service. A good experience also appears to build loyalty; whether it is 
to a particular shoe or the store from which they purchased the shoe. 
 
The second objective was to establish the influences on participants when purchasing 
running shoes; the focus group, questionnaire, interviews and store visits were used to 
uncover this information. To most participants, comfort, support and fit of the 
footwear are the primary influences; they will not purchase shoes if they do not fit and 
feel appropriate. Injury prevention was also of importance, particularly to runners, 
who would repeatedly purchase the same model to avoid injury.  Price is an important 
influence for many, and predominant for some, particularly non-runners, who would 
place a price limit on their purchase before starting the selection process. The majority 
of participants, principally runners, did not feel that aesthetics are a big influence; 
however, there was evidence from the focus groups that judgements concerning 
footwear were formed as a consequence of their appearance. When purchasing 
running shoes, retail staff were the primary source of advice to many runners, with 
friends, family and the internet also being consulted. 
 
The third objective, identifying participants’ running shoe use was achieved through 
the focus groups and online questionnaire. The results show that running shoes were 
viewed as practical items, primarily used for running but also for other activities, e.g. 
going to the gym, work and other sports. There was a concern that participants were 
utilising their running shoes for inappropriate activities, for example, racquet sports, 
increasing their injury risk. There are a variety of reasons for this: the prohibitive cost 
of purchasing shoes for each activity, the convenience of using one pair of shoes and 
also a lack of awareness regarding the shoe’s suitability.  
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The fourth objective was to investigate the potential difficulties participants 
experience when finding running shoes to suit their needs, investigated through the 
focus group, interviews and questionnaire. A large number encountered difficulties 
finding shoes that fitted and supported them satisfactorily, some had issues with their 
shoes’ durability. Many of these issues may have arisen from poor shoe selection. 
Other problems participants encountered included, what they perceived as, expensive 
footwear and the lack of appropriate aesthetic choice. 
 
The final objective was to explore participants’ knowledge and attitude towards the 
current personalisation services, achieved through the use of focus groups, the two 
questionnaires and store visits. There was a low level of interest amongst participants 
towards the current personalisation services, despite a potential need and interest in 
the personalisation of footwear to improve fit and comfort. Using the Mi Adidas 
service in store provided some indication as to why participants showed little interest; 
the shoes could not be personalised to any greater degree than equivalent standard 
footwear. Aesthetic personalisation is of interest to some participants but perhaps not 
a priority for running shoes, runners felt that they do not, generally, last long enough. 
Participants do not want to pay a large premium for personalisation, for most a 
maximum of 10% was deemed suitable, in line with the principles of mass 
customisation (Liu, 2010; Piller and Tseng, 2010). The NikeiD studio demonstrates the 
importance of delivering a suitable experience; despite offering limited additional 
options they empower and appreciate their customers, minimising insecurities and 
creating pride in their purchase.  
 
7.6 Conclusions  
The aims for this chapter were to provide an understanding of how and why people 
purchase running shoes and to understand participant’s existing knowledge and 
attitude toward current footwear personalisation services. The data gathered have 
provided a wealth of information on these subject areas that can be applied toward 
the primary aim of this research: specifying and developing a service that delivers 
personalisable running shoes with mass appeal.  
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Any personalisation service should concentrate, primarily, on satisfying consumers’ 
comfort, fit and support; the primary use of running shoes appears to be functional 
and these factors are of importance to all participants. Current personalisation services 
do not appear to offer appropriate comfort and performance options; the choices can 
be found amongst a range of standard running shoes. Delivering the correct level and 
kind of personalisation may encourage customer loyalty, attracting those that 
experience difficulties finding suitable footwear and enticing others to switch their 
brand allegiance (Peters, 2004).  
 
Staging an enjoyable, effective experience is another critical factor in ensuring that 
consumers are satisfied; the process employed by specialist running stores provides a 
good example, staff supporting the customer and placing them at the centre of all 
decisions, increasing confidence in their selections and ensuring the footwear’s 
suitability. An additional element of education during this process may also provide a 
benefit: encouraging the consumer to utilise their shoes appropriately, reducing 
subsequent injury risk. For a personalised product it is likely there will be a wait to 
receive the final shoes; as with the NikeiD service, contact should be maintained with 
the customer until the order is fulfilled, minimising the insecurities they may feel about 
their purchase and ensuring they feel appreciated. Once the consumer has had shoes 
fitted, the internet may provide a method to conveniently reorder the shoe, in order 
that they do not have to go through a whole fitting process again (Von Hippel, 1994).  
 
In addition, these data revealed many specific requirements for a personalisation 
service, for example; the length of time consumers like to spend purchasing footwear, 
the acceptable cost and suitable potential shoe colour choices. These were considered 
during the service specification, detailed in the following chapter. 
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8.1 Introduction 
In the literature review and subsequent studies the potential for a running shoe 
personalisation service and guidelines for delivering an enjoyable experience were 
established. The knowledge acquired from these sources was used to develop a 
specification to inform the design of an effective service focused upon the potential 
users (Edvardsson and Olson, 1996). In this chapter the process employed and the 
resulting requirements for the service are detailed. 
 
8.2 Developing a Product Specification  
It was important to understand the type of product that would be offered by the 
service to be able to define the service requirements. Any footwear developed for the 
service should appeal to the target market and deliver perceivable benefits when 
compared to currently available running shoes. Research in key areas, from both the 
literature and studies, were consulted during the specification process, including: 
- The types of running shoes and their specific characteristics 
- The type of personalisation currently available for sports footwear  
- Consumer opinion of current personalisation services  
- Consumers’ influences when purchasing running shoes  
- The potential difficulties consumers experience finding running shoes that suit 
their needs  
- How running shoes are perceived  
- Consumer running shoe use  
- The suitable level and type of choices for personalised footwear  
- The sales and appropriate price of running shoes. 
Appendix L contains further information which details how the data gathered to this 
point influenced the final product specification (see Table 8.1).  
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SPECIFICATION ADDITIONAL INFORMATION 
The service should be built around performance 
running shoes. 
- Initially it should offer stability and cushioning shoes 
The shoes should be designed, primarily, to look 
functional.  
 
- They should be designed to look practical but also be 
attractive 
- The shoes should look as if they are used by someone 
who likes to stay fit 
The shoe design should focus on providing good 
comfort and support to the consumer. 
- The shoe should provide improved comfort and support 
in comparison with a standard shoe and current 
personalisation services 
- Independent shoe sizing should be provided 
- The level of choice should be established on the basis of 
a comparison with current services/consumer needs 
and cost effectiveness of implementation 
- Additive manufacturing should be considered in order 
to deliver this 
A carefully considered range of aesthetic 
choices should be offered. 
- Colours provided should be carefully considered to 
minimise consumer regret 
- Colours provided should not allow the brand value to be 
damaged 
- Key conservative running shoe colours should be 
provided for selection; blue, white, red and black 
Consumers should be able to produce a unique 
pair of shoes.  
- This may be through the comfort and support and/ or 
the aesthetic choices offered 
- These shoes should be able to be differentiated from 
any other shoes currently available 
The shoes should weigh between 100g and 
450g. 
 
The shoes must be priced competitively and 
appropriately. 
- The target price premium of the shoes should be around 
10% in comparison with equivalent standard shoes 
- There should be shoes priced to rival standard products 
priced between £61 and £80 
The shoes should be perceived as good value for 
money. 
- The shoes should look durable 
- They should provide perceivable benefits when 
compared with an equivalent standard shoe. 
Table 8.1 | The product specification 
 
8.3 The Service Specification  
In this section the requirements of the service are outlined; established after 
consulting the findings from the literature and studies in the relevant areas: 
- The consumers’ preferred running shoe purchase locations and reasons  
- The experience delivered to the consumers when purchasing running shoes  
- Consumers’ influences when purchasing running shoes  
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- The sources of support available and utilised by consumers during the 
personalisation process  
- Guidelines on designing for an enjoyable experience  
- How to developing a suitable purchasing environment. 
In addition, it was important that the service should not be developed to exclude any 
particular demographic from using it, although its appeal may naturally align more 
closely with runners. After discussion with other researchers specialising in 
biomechanics and anthropometry on the E2HS project (work package 7), it was 
decided that involving a foot specialist or podiatrist as part of this service was 
inappropriate; it would increase the service complexity, price and may make the 
service intimidating to certain consumers. It was, therefore, important that it was 
communicated clearly to those vulnerable to injuries or who have experienced severe 
problems with their gait that this service is not a replacement for seeing a foot 
specialist or podiatrist. The intention was that this service would deliver more 
comfortable and better performing shoes than currently available standard footwear 
which may, in certain cases, help these vulnerable consumers; however, if it did not 
satisfy their needs they are aware, in advance, of its limitations. Once all available 
research had been considered the service specification was defined (see Table 8.2). 
Summarised in the specification are they key requirements of the service; further 
information regarding its definition can be found in Appendix L. Additional research 
was required to establish certain characteristics of the service, however this 
specification provided a foundation upon which initial development could commence.  
 
Statements in both specifications are, where possible, both general and open to 
multiple interpretations to allow for flexibility during the development process. Certain 
elements of current services, for example, the gait analysis, are not specified as 
requirements, despite being popular amongst consumers: working with the researcher 
from work package 7 (biomechanics and anthropometry) of the E2HS project the 
intention was to produce a repeatable reliable fitting process which may or may not 
contain elements of the current in store processes.  
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Table 8.2 | The service specification  
SPECIFICATION ADDITIONAL INFORMATION 
Primarily, the service should be 
carried out in an in store 
environment.  
- Retail staff should be utilised effectively, primarily for measurements 
and fitting 
- A toolkit should be utilised, where effective 
- The internet should be considered to make final aesthetic decisions and 
to re-order shoes 
Retail staff must all receive 
suitable training.   
- Training delivered should minimise consumer’s injury risk and minimise 
potential consumer regrets 
Consumers should be allowed a 
suitable time frame with which 
to complete the service. 
- The fitting element of the service should be able to be completed within 
20 minutes 
- Consumers should be able to spend over 20 minutes configuring their 
shoe aesthetically 
The service should employ a 
strong, consistent theme. 
- All elements of the service should be cohesive 
Consumers should feel 
comfortable during the whole 
experience. 
- Retail staff should ensure consumers are comfortable during the fitting 
process 
- The consumers should be allowed privacy, if desired, to make their 
aesthetic selections. This may be undertaken in a separate location 
- Retail staff and the toolkit should employ positive language 
- Negative language should be avoided throughout the service 
Consumers should be made to 
feel part of the experience.  
- The consumer’s opinion should appear important during the whole 
process. They should be involved in every decision 
- Contact should be maintained with the consumer during any wait for 
orders to be fulfilled 
Consumers should be made to 
feel proud of their purchase. 
- The consumer should be able to show friends/family their shoe before 
the order is complete 
- The consumer should feel that they have undertaken an experience 
tailored specifically to them 
Consumers should feel confident 
about their selections. 
- The service should provide all the support required for the consumer to 
confidently make a decision 
- The consumer should be able to experience as much of the final product 
as possible, before purchasing. Reducing their insecurities regarding the 
comfort of their footwear is of particular importance  
The store environment must be 
conducive to consumers utilising 
the service. 
- The service should be displayed prominently within the store 
environment 
- Music should not be utilised within the store environment 
- The products should be labelled clearly with their variations clearly 
defined 
- The service should be well presented and organised 
- The service should not be allowed to become disorganised 
Only suitable consumers should 
utilise the service. 
- The consumer’s commitment level to purchase should be identified 
during the initial engagement 
- The consumer suitability for the service should be established before 
fitting is undertaken 
- If not biomechanically suitable, the consumer should be recommended 
to a podiatrist. 
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8.4 Establishing Personas 
It was important at this stage, before commencement of service development, to 
ensure an appropriate focus and avoid effort from being misdirected; personas are one 
effective method of instilling this focus into a design process, providing target users to 
design for and, thus, reducing the inclination to try and satisfy all users (Cooper, 1999; 
Grudin and Pruitt, 2002). Personas were employed when designing the Dodge Ram 
pickup truck and, despite being very unpopular in many of the subsequent focus 
groups conducted by the company, the truck became a best-seller; it appealed to the 
20% of the market that it was designed to appeal to (Cooper, 1999). 
 
Four personas were developed as examples of potential consumers that would 
purchase running shoes (see Figure 8.1), derived from the data gathered in the 
literature review and the studies. This was a suitable number of personas; creating too 
many removes the focus leaving a broad a range of users to satisfy (Pruitt and Grudin, 
2003). It also weakens the personas and makes them more difficult to identify with 
(Goodwin, 2001). Stereotypical personas were developed and generalisations were 
made to ensure that the results were believable and that the types of consumers were 
neatly segmented (Cooper, 1999). It was not the intention that these were the only 
potential users but rather that they provided a focus for development of the service.  
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Figure 8.1 | The personas developed to aid the specification process 
 
8.4.1 User Journeys 
It was important to have a principal persona, the main focus of the development work, 
someone that represents the primary target consumers’ needs (Cooper, 1999). To 
make this selection the personas’ potential journeys when purchasing running shoes 
were now defined (see Figure 8.2). These journeys were simplified and generalised but 
provided an idea of the ways in which a consumer may purchase their footwear. The 
journey that provides the most opportunity for this service is that of Jack’s, highlighted 
in the journey flow diagram; he uses his shoes for running and often experiences issues 
post-purchase leading him to switch models often. Sara, while also a frequent runner, 
purchases the same model each time, using the internet; she is stuck in a purchase 
‘loop’, there is limited scope to develop the service to satisfy her because she is 
already happy. Neither Daniel nor Emily use their running shoes primarily for running; 
as detailed in the studies, the service should focus primarily on runners. The 
development process proceeded with Jack as the primary focus, the other personas 
were kept in mind. 
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Figure 8.2 | User journeys for the personas 
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9 TOOLKIT DEVELOPMENT 
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9.1 Focusing the Development Process 
The service and product specification provided guidelines upon which the service could 
be further developed. At this stage the development focused on that of the toolkit, the 
computer-based system that enables the consumer to make their selections; the most 
feasible, testable aspect of the service. The research being concurrently conducted on 
the E2HS project regarding the measurements and technology necessary to specify and 
manufacture the personalisable running shoes (work packages 1 to 3, 7) was not at a 
suitable stage to enable the development of a product prototype. Defining the store 
environment and retail staff responsibilities was also not appropriate at this stage; 
they are reliant on the toolkit and product development and offer limited unique value 
specific to footwear personalisation. Developing the toolkit provides many areas of 
investigation, all outlined as problematic with current personalisation services: 
- Functionality: can the users confidently personalise their desired footwear 
aspects to a suitable degree? 
- Usability: is the toolkit well designed, easy to use/intuitive?  
- Experience: does the toolkit deliver an appropriate experience to the user? 
As the toolkit is an electronic resource it also offers flexibility when considering the 
methods of testing, e.g. it can be hosted on the internet for remote testing, used in a 
laboratory environment or as part of an in store mock-up, and ensures repeatability, as 
opposed to conducting tests that utilise briefed retail staff.   
 
Service design guidelines were consulted to ensure that a toolkit was developed that 
would operate effectively as part of an overall service (Scheuing and Johnson, 1989; 
Edvardsson and Olson, 1996; Bullinger et al., 2003). Consequently, it was established 
that before the toolkit could be specified certain other aspects of the service design 
required definition:  
- A service blueprint: identifying how the toolkit would fit into the service 
- A product concept: establishing the information that needs to be captured for 
the operation of the service and, therefore, the toolkit. 
During this development stage the relevant researchers from the E2HS project were 
consulted, ensuring that the resultant toolkit was compatible with their ongoing work. 
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9.2 Developing the Service Blueprint 
Service blueprinting was introduced as a mainstream concept by Shostack (1977), 
providing a method of mapping out both the visible and invisible elements required to 
deliver a service to the consumer.  
 
9.2.1 Defining the Required Services 
When purchasing footwear the process encountered will be similar for the customer, 
regardless of the service they use. It can be simplified into four steps (see Table 9.1). 
 
STEP DETAIL 
1 DATA COLLECTION Understanding what the customer wants 
2 PREFERENCE SELECTION Providing the customer with the options for selection 
3 SHOE FITTING Establishing the customer has the correct footwear sizing 
4 SHOE DELIVERY Customer receives the chosen footwear 
 
Table 9.1 |The four steps to delivering footwear  
 
These steps can be adapted for a potential personalisation service using Shostack’s 
molecular modelling approach (1982), allowing a clear distinction between the service 
and product elements. Additionally, it may be expanded to include required secondary 
services (see Figure 9.1). The structure of current personalisation services and 
specialist running stores were considered during the definition of this model.  
 
9.2.1.1 Data Collection 
Measurement Collection 
Comfort and performance were identified as the most important aspects to many 
wearers of running shoes; it was, therefore, important to offer footwear personalised 
by fit; this requires a set of measurements of the foot. Suitable methods are being 
investigated as part of this project (Salles and Gyi, 2010) and externally (Krauss, Valiant 
Horstmann et al., 2010).  
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Personal Data Capture 
The capturing of data detailing customers’ running shoe use is necessary to define the 
performance aspects for the footwear product. For example, establishing which 
surface the customer primarily runs on will influence the type of outsole required for 
their footwear.  
 
 
 
Figure 9.1 | Expanded potential service model for delivering personalised footwear using Shostack’s 
molecular modelling approach (1982) 
 
9.2.1.2 Preference Selection 
Comfort and Performance Selections 
The personalisation of the comfort and performance aspects will be primarily defined 
by the physical data collected; however, it is still important to provide the customer 
with some choices to improve their experience and ensure that they feel empowered 
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during the personalisation process (Fϋller et al., 2010). A selection of different uppers 
is an example of one such potential choice. 
Aesthetic Selections 
Aesthetics, while not as important as the comfort or performance of the footwear, are 
still important to many who purchase running shoes. There is a desire, amongst 
runners, for aesthetic options that are simple and include ‘traditional’ colour schemes 
(see Section 7.4.2).  
 
9.2.1.3 Shoe Fitting 
It is important that customers are able to try running shoes on before committing to 
purchase. Fitting would be split into two stages: an initial fitting of a configurable shoe 
that could be prepared in store and, once the customer had committed, a final fitting 
of the personalised footwear, although this may be conducted remotely by the 
customer with shoes directly delivered to them. Maintaining a relationship with the 
customer during this period was considered essential (Herd et al., 2007); providing 
memorabilia, for example, Nike’s personalised business cards and sending e-mails, is 
one method of relationship maintenance. 
 
9.2.2 Service Accountability 
The next stage was to establish whether the primary responsibility for the delivery of 
the different services would be retail staff or the toolkit (see Table 9.2). The practicality 
of capturing the measurements and fitting of the shoes requires a member of staff. 
The final fitting, at this stage, was assigned to the customer; because it occurs after 
establishing their preferences for the footwear it would not influence how the toolkit 
was developed. The primary responsibility for all the other tasks was assigned to the 
toolkit, enabling easy efficient data capture for the provider and privacy, where 
required, for the customer (Rogoll and Piller, 2004). A store assistant would be 
available to alleviate any uncertainty that the customer experienced when using the 
toolkit.   
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PRIMARY SERVICE SECONDARY SERVICE PRIMARY RESPONSIBILTY 
DATA COLLECTION 
Personal data capture Toolkit 
Measurement collection Retail Staff 
PREFERENCE SELECTIONS 
Comfort & Performance selections Toolkit 
Aesthetic selections Toolkit 
SHOE FITTING 
Initial fitting Retail Staff 
Maintain Contact Retail Staff 
Final fitting Customer 
 
Table 9.2 | Personalised footwear service responsibilities 
 
9.2.3 The Service Blueprint 
The service blueprint (see Figure 9.2) was defined using the framework introduced by 
Wilson, Zeithmal, Bitner et al. (2002). This built on Shostack’s initial concept (1977) by 
introducing the different layers to a service: the physical evidence to the customer, the 
contact made with them and the processes required to enable the service; this ensures 
that when the service is blueprinted that it has been more thoroughly considered.  The 
specification defined in the previous chapter may be interpreted in many potential 
ways; this is one simplified method, developed after considering the data gathered to 
this point. This blueprint details a feasible service organised in, what is believed to be, 
a suitable order after the consultation of the literature, research and researchers from 
other relevant aspects of the E2HS project. The importance of actions that aren’t 
visible to the customer are highlighted, for example, sending the customer details to 
the production team and staff training.  
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Figure 9.3 shows a storyboard of a potential service implemented using this blueprint. 
Initially, the customer will answer questions regarding their running shoe use with the 
toolkit and then the retail assistant will take the necessary measurements. After the 
measurements a demonstration shoe will be prepared, based upon the data collected, 
and then fitted. This shoe will be customised in key areas e.g. the arch and width; then 
used to check the validity of the data collected thus far and to increase the customer’s 
confidence in the service. The customer will be informed that it will feel different to 
the final shoe. A demonstration shoe is employed as it is unlikely, at this stage, that the 
components of a shoe that require additive manufacturing could be produced while 
the customer waits in store. The researchers from relevant work packages of the E2HS 
project (1 to 3, 7) detailed potential issues: 
- It would not be practical to fit the machinery required to produce the additive 
manufactured components in store 
- Additional staff would be required in each store; technicians to handle the data 
of the foot scan and measurements converting it into the necessary format to 
produce the footwear 
- It is unlikely that the process of analysing the raw data and converting it into a 
product specification would be achievable in a short time frame. 
These issues may, in the future, be overcome; however, it was felt at this stage it was 
best to bypass them in an effort to produce a feasible solution. Once the customer is 
happy with the fit, the final choices will be made using the toolkit, after which they will 
confirm their order and pay. The final personalised shoes will be manufactured and 
sent directly to the customer.  
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Figure 9.3 | Potential personalised footwear in store process 
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9.3 Product Concept  
A basic personalisable running shoe concept with potential for improved comfort, 
performance and, to a lesser extent, aesthetics when compared to currently available 
running shoes (see Table 9.3) was developed and is presented in Figure 9.4. 
Researchers specialising in the relevant areas of the E2HS project were consulted 
during the development of the concept:  
- Biomechanics and anthropometry: to define the measurements required to 
specify such a product (Salles and Gyi, 2010) 
- Additive manufacturing: to ensure that production of the concept was feasible 
and cost-effective (Hague et al., 2003; Toon, Majewski, Zarringhalam et al., 
2008).  
The concept was developed to adhere to the product specification, with the intention 
of satisfying the needs of the target market. Outlined in the diagram are the different 
components of the concept and the information required from the customer to be 
able to specify this concept, classified into three different categories: questions (Q), 
measurements (M) and choices (C). Appendix M provides further details concerning 
the different information required. Table 9.3 highlights the individual areas in which 
the concept improves on what is available amongst current footwear, personalised and 
standard. The combination of all options offered by this concept results in shoes 
personalised to a clearly greater degree than is currently available. 
 
 
ASPECT IMPROVEMENTS ON CURRENT FOOTWEAR 
COMFORT - An insole with a personalised plantar profile 
PERFORMANCE 
- 3 types of support for the arch area: stiff/neutral/soft 
- Extra cushioning depending on the foot’s strike point: front/mid/rear 
AESTHETICS - A personalised design etched on the footwear’s midsole 
 
Table 9.3 | Areas where the concept improves on current equivalent running shoes 
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Figure 9.4 | Personalised footwear concept 
CHAPTER 9 | TOOLKIT DEVELOPMENT 
 263 
9.3.1 Producing the Shoe 
When developing the concept, the objective was to minimise the risk for companies 
adopting this concept with incremental innovations in the production process, as 
opposed to a radically new product; the latter necessitates widespread changes to 
companies’ infrastructure and can lead to failure (Liu et al., 2010). Production of the 
uppers and sockliners would not alter from current methods (see Section 3.2) with 
additive manufacturing introduced to produce the sole units. The insole would be fully 
personalised to the customer, while the midsole and outsole would be customised 
units. The insole would be produced separately from the midsole and bonded before 
being sent to the customer. The intention is that if the customer experiences issues 
with the fit, they are able to return the shoe and a new insole would be produced, 
removing the need to discard the whole shoe; the shoe would be personalised and, 
therefore, it could not be resold. For companies already producing standard running 
shoes, the risk of employing this production method would be minimal. The uppers 
and sockliners could be manufactured alongside standard production with little 
interference, and no additional tooling or staff training required, enabling, dependent 
on the additive manufacturing technology, cost-effective shoes to be produced on 
demand. For a company looking to produce just personalised footwear, the risk is far 
greater; a large investment would be required for the tooling and a certain number of 
orders would need to be received before a batch of uppers or sockliners could be cost-
effectively produced, lengthening the delivery time to the customer. As customers 
could personalise the uppers’ colours, the number of potential outcomes (some 
current services shoes can be configured in excess of a billion aesthetic combinations) 
means that estimating demand and producing stocks of the different combinations 
would not be appropriate. The additive manufacturing technology is the key factor 
with this concept, although producing certain products efficiently and cost effectively 
(The Economist, 2011) it does not, at the time of writing, produce effective running 
shoes. Research has identified that it may be a cost effective method for footwear 
manufacture (Saleh and Dalgarno, 2009). 
 
264 
9.3.2 The Demonstration Shoe 
A demonstration shoe concept was developed (see Figure 9.5) to allow customers to 
try on something in store; many consumers are hesitant to pay for running shoes 
without trying them on (Stuhlfaut and Sullivan, 2007). The main shoe concept outlined 
previously would be personalised, utilising additive manufacturing; as a consequence, 
the shoe could not be manufactured and fitted in a single session. The data needs to 
be processed by a CAD technician and the sole components manufactured; not 
currently possible in a store’s stockroom.  Due to the potential number of 
combinations it would also not be feasible to offer a demonstration shoe with the 
variety of non-personalised options in a store environment: a solution was required 
that reduced the customer’s insecurities and ensured that the data collection process 
was working effectively. This concept provides flexibility from a small number of 
options, minimising the space utilised in the stockroom by employing inserts as 
opposed to multiple shoe models. Appendix N provides more details on how the 
demonstration shoes options relate to those in the final personalised footwear. 
 
Both the final and demonstration shoe concepts were defined to enable the 
development of the toolkit through the identification of the data required to produce 
personalised footwear. If these concepts were to be developed further, additional 
research would be required in multiple areas; most importantly consumers would 
need to be involved to assess the concepts as this service is developed for them. 
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Figure 9.5 | Concept for demonstration shoe  
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9.4 Defining the Toolkit Specification 
With a service blueprint and product concept established the toolkit was specified. 
This section is a summary of the areas considered when defining the toolkit 
specification, in addition to the general design guidelines identified in Section 4.5.  
9.4.1 Defining the Content 
In the product concept (see Figure 9.4) the specific information required from the 
different services within the expanded service model (see Figure 9.1) was identified. 
Table 9.4 shows how the information capture and the primary responsibility to capture 
this information was organised. It was required that the initial data collection process 
would capture all of the classification information while the comfort, performance and 
the aesthetic selections would be presented at the preference selection stage. This 
information was to be captured in the sequence identified in the service blueprint (see 
Figure 9.2).  
 
 
SERVICE 
DATA COLLECTION PREFERENCE SELECTIONS 
Personal Data 
Capture 
Measurement 
Collection 
Comfort & 
Performance 
Selections 
Aesthetic 
Selections 
RESPONSIBILTY Toolkit Store Assistant Toolkit Toolkit 
  
 
  
INFORMATION 
REQUIRED 
Q Running surface 
Q Distance covered 
Q Gender 
Q Running shoe use 
Q Running surface 
Q Frequency of use 
M Dorsum height 
M Hallux height 
M MPJ height 
M Relative Arch 
Deformation 
M Footscan 
M 2D analysis 
M Body weight 
M Plantar pressure 
M Foot width & 
length 
 
C Upper type 
C Outsole type 
C Colour selection 
C Midsole 
personalisation 
 
Table 9.4 | Required consumer data for personalised running shoe concept categorised by service  
 
To support this data capture process certain other functions were necessary, each 
satisfying requirements outlined in the service specification (see Table 9.5).  
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FUNCTION RELATED SERVICE SPECIFICATION STATEMENT 
Product Preview - Consumers should feel confident about their selections 
Data Storage 
- Consumers should feel comfortable during the whole experience 
- Consumers should be allowed a suitable time frame with which to complete the 
service 
Peer Feedback 
- Consumers should feel confident about their selections 
- Consumers should be made to feel proud of their purchase 
Support 
- Consumers should feel confident about their selections 
- Consumers should feel comfortable during the whole experience 
Toolkit Personalisation 
- Consumers should be made to feel part of the experience 
- Consumers should be made to feel proud of their purchase 
Consumer Feedback All: targeted at improving the service 
 
Table 9.5 | Required additional functions for the service toolkit 
 
9.4.1.1 Product Preview   
It was important that the customer could preview the effect of the aesthetic selections 
on the final product effectively; an easy to understand, clear model of the shoe was 
desirable (see Figure 9.6). In the study by Herd et al. (2007) problems were 
experienced when using the online Puma Mongolian Shoe BBQ toolkit; the toolkit 
provided a method of personalising footwear where all parts were diagrammatically 
laid out on a tray and all available samples were arranged in pots (see Figure 9.7). This 
helped to reinforce the Mongolian BBQ theme but made it difficult for the user to 
identify which part of the shoe they had personalised and how it would look when 
finished; a small preview could be accessed but it still left the user uncertain. While it 
was desirable to reinforce the theme of the service with the toolkit (Pine and Gilmore, 
1998), it was important that the user was able to view a suitably sized preview image 
of the personalised shoe from multiple angles to minimise any uncertainties that they 
may experience. It may even be appropriate to provide a view of the shoe in context, 
for example, being worn in a suitable environment; participants in Yessin’s study 
(2008) found it difficult to visualise the shoes as desired. 
268 
 
Figure 9.6 | The NikeiD toolkit’s preview of the user’s shoe is clear and can be viewed from all 
desired angles (Nike, 2011a) 
 
 
Figure 9.7 | Selecting a material using an older version of the Puma 
Mongolian Shoe BBQ toolkit (Puma, 2009) 
 
9.4.1.2 Data Storage  
Some users like to spend longer than others designing their products (Yessin, 2008), 
many also desire privacy when making certain selections (Rogoll and Piller, 2004). The 
user should be able to easily save the design they are working on so that they can 
come back to it either in store or, if appropriate, in another location e.g. at home 
where they are able to get advice from peers. The Puma Mongolian Shoe BBQ toolkit 
featured a conveniently located ‘Save’ button (see Figure 9.8), making it easy to 
identify where to save the design in progress. To actually save, the process was more 
complex, the user must register their details first. This allows the company to capture 
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‘sticky’ data (Piller et al., 2004) and may, through the effort they have invested, make 
the consumer feel more inclined to make a purchase. This method is employed by all 
current personalisation services. Once registered there are further potential benefits 
for the consumer: minimising their required input if they decide they would like to 
order a subsequent pair of shoes using the service. However, entering this data may 
deter the user, especially if they haven’t yet committed to purchase; it should, 
therefore, be captured with minimal effort to the consumer. 
 
 
 
Figure 9.8 | The ‘Save Shoe’ button is highlighted on the Puma Mongolian Shoe BBQ toolkit 
(Puma, 2009) 
 
9.4.1.3 Peer Feedback 
As established in the literature (Franke et al., 2008), involving peers in the aesthetic 
selection process can support the user in their decision making process. Many 
consumers value peer input when making decisions (Stuhlfaut and Sullivan, 2007). The 
current services provide examples of peer feedback at the three different phases of 
the design process. 
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- 1st Phase: Development of an initial idea. The YourReebok toolkit features a 
gallery of shoes designed by other users (see Figure 9.9) banded by colour; other 
toolkits allow the designs to be ranked by fellow users 
- 2nd Phase: Generation of a preliminary design. With current services this is 
achieved through their location, the internet; consumers can design their shoes 
with the help of friends at a time and location convenient to them 
- 3rd Phase:  Evaluation of the preliminary design. Vans Custom Shoes service 
features a chat function where users can receive feedback on their design (see 
Figure 9.10). 
 
 
 
Figure 9.9 | YourReebok’s toolkit provides inspiration in the form of 
fellow consumers’ designs (Reebok, 2011) 
 
Including peers in the design process was essential; the method(s) with which this was 
implemented required careful consideration, ensuring it complimented the other 
support functions, detailed below.  
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Figure 9.10 | Vans Custom Shoes toolkit allows users to connect to a chat service to get feedback on 
their designs (Vans, 2011) 
 
9.4.1.4 Support   
The service specification outlines the importance of providing support to the customer 
during the decision making process. It was necessary that this support was either 
provided seamlessly as part of the service or, when required, easy to access and 
understand. For comfort and performance selections, the retail staff may be able to 
provide advice during the fitting session; however, it was decided that there should be 
a support section integrated within the toolkit, empowering customers to make the 
final decision for themselves. Support was also required for the aesthetic design 
choices. The ability to share the design with peers is one method, popular with the 
current personalisation services; however, the people the customer shares the design 
with may have the same lack of experience with aesthetic selection as themselves. 
Recommendation systems, for example, Adobe’s Kuler website (see Section 3.11), 
provide a method of guiding consumers toward suitable colour/pattern selections, 
minimising potential regret post-purchase. Any consumer should be able to complete 
the process without additional help but, to cater for those interested or unsure about 
their selections further information to aid them in the selection process should be 
readily available. Menus provide one method for storing this information that is not 
intrusive to those who are not interested (McGrenere, Baecker and Booth, 2007).  
 
 
9.4.1.5 Toolkit Personalisation 
Tailoring the toolkit for different individuals was a desirable feature, supporting the 
personalisation thread running through the service and enhancing the user experience 
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(Forlizzi, 1997; Nielsen and Tahir, 2002); therefore, potentially increasing the 
consumers’ bond with the product and pride in using the service (Herd et al., 2010). 
Amazon’s website offers a personalised experience, providing individual purchase 
recommendations for consumers dependent upon their previous purchases (see Figure 
9.11). Personalisation of the aesthetics and information provided were considered 
suitable methods of delivering an enhanced experience to users. 
 
 
Figure 9.11 | Amazon tailors the user’s experience dependent on previous purchases (Amazon.com, 2011) 
 
9.4.1.6 Consumer Feedback  
It was critical that the consumers would be involved in the development of the service 
beyond its initial implementation (International Organization for Standardization, 
2002): it is designed for them. An easy method for consumers to provide feedback on 
the service was required. A current example is Google’s ‘Labs’ website, used to capture 
user feedback for programs still in development (see Figure 9.12); this allows people to 
rate the programs and provide comments. To enable the provider to identify and react 
to consumer needs more efficiently (Fornell, 2007), filtering of this data may be 
appropriate; in this instance it varies from problems to suggestions to general 
recommendations. 
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Figure 9.12 | Google labs allows users to test prototype software and provide feedback (Google, 2011) 
 
9.4.2 Interaction Design 
The aim was to develop a toolkit that the user would find easy to understand and use 
so they could concentrate on its contents; consumers care less about the technology 
and more about what it can deliver (Crampton Smith, 2007). Guidelines in interaction 
design and the related disciplines were consulted, including: human centred, 
experience and usability design (Raskin, 2000; International Organization for 
Standardization, 2002; Nielsen and Tahir, 2002; Rogol and Piller, 2004; Benyon, Turner 
and Turner, 2005; Krug, 2006; Lazar, 2006; Moggridge, 2007). The key considerations 
are outlined below.  
 
9.4.2.1 Usability  
The usability of the toolkit is essential; if it is not intuitive and logical to use then many 
consumers will not want to invest the time required to use it. If designed well it may 
provide a pleasurable experience for the consumer, increasing their loyalty to the 
supplier (Csikszentmihalyi, 1996). To develop a usable toolkit different factors were 
considered. 
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Structure  
The toolkit needed to be well organised so that the user was not overwhelmed by the 
content; research identifies the capacity for working memory as 4+/-1 items (Cowan, 
2002). Chunking is one method of reducing memory load, splitting the information into 
manageable chunks for the user (Benyon et al., 2005). Microsoft Word’s main menu 
provides an example of this (see Figure 9.13): it is split into several tabs, with similar 
features grouped and within these tabs, the options are further chunked to allow the 
user to identify, from a large number of possibilities, the feature they require. A logical 
organisation of the key sections and chunking of the relevant information within these 
sections of the toolkit would enhance the usability. 
 
 
 
Figure 9.13 | Microsoft Word’s main menu is chunked into small manageable categories   
 
Adaptability 
Users with different levels of computer literacy and running shoe-related knowledge 
would be likely to use the toolkit; an adaptable toolkit was desirable that everyone 
could use without lessening the experience for certain groups (Shneiderman and 
Plaisant, 2004). Essential choices, required to complete the service, needed to be 
presented for recognition allowing every user to see them before making a decision. 
Zazzle’s homepage employs this technique, with a wide range of products and 
categories on display so the visitors can quickly establish the company’s capabilities 
(see Figure 9.14). For more computer literate users ways to speed up this process were 
desirable, for example, shortcuts, menus and search functionalities.  
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Figure 9.14 | The Zazzle site displays multiple categories and items for 
recognition (Zazzle, 2011) 
 
Types of Interaction 
As established in the literature review, consumer interactions can be split into three 
categories: fluent, cognitive and expressive (Forlizzi and Batterbee, 2004). It was 
decided that the majority of interactions using the toolkit should be fluent i.e. 
automatic to the consumer and that cognitive interactions should be minimised, to 
enhance the learnability of the toolkit (Shneiderman and Plaisant, 2004). Expressive 
interactions were desirable for personalising the shoe aesthetics; allowing the 
consumer to modify the shoes to better represent them.  
 
Consistency 
It is important that a certain command in one part of the toolkit has the same effect as 
in another (Moggridge, 2007). Interactive items that look the same need to behave in 
the same way, making the toolkit logical and predictable to use (Smith and Mosier, 
1986). The side menu on the YourReebok toolkit demonstrates this (see Figure 9.15); 
when a user clicks on one part of the menu it expands to reveal the relevant part of 
the shoe and at the same time, the main view of the shoe changes to the relevant 
view. This will lead users to assume that, using a mental model, the same will happen 
276 
for each different category, which it does. Consistent labelling and graphic design were 
required throughout the toolkit, drawing the user’s attention to the necessary areas 
and minimising their memory load (Wickens and Hollands, 2000).   
 
 
Figure 9.15 | The user’s interaction with the side menu of the YourReebok toolkit produces consistent results 
(Reebok, 2011) 
 
Navigation 
Making it easy for the user to know where they are and can go was essential (Nielsen 
and Tahir, 2002; Lazar, 2006). The Puma Mongolian Shoe BBQ’s toolkit displays good 
navigability on its main design screen (see Figure 9.16); the arrows to either side of the 
shoe rotate it and the scroll bar at the side allows access to the different 
personalisation options. The numbers next to the different parts of the shoe inform 
the user how many parts of the shoe they have personalised and, the inclusion of a 
large red ‘Buy Now’ button makes it obvious where the user should go when they have 
finished personalising. Using universal symbols and icons, for example, arrows and 
tallies, improve the ease with which a user is able to navigate (Lazar, 2006). 
 
CHAPTER 9 | TOOLKIT DEVELOPMENT 
 277 
 
 
Figure 9.16 | The main Puma Mongolian Shoe BBQ design screen ensures simple navigation (Puma, 2009) 
 
 
Mistakes /Errors 
It was necessary that the toolkit was designed and tested so the potential for errors 
and mistakes was minimised. If the user did make a mistake, they should be able to 
recover simply and quickly (Benyon et al., 2005); a well-thought out layout and 
navigation would aid this process.  
 
Time to Use 
The time the user takes using the toolkit is one of the most important factors in 
delivering an enjoyable experience (Maeda, 2006). During Yessin’s study of the current 
online personalisation services (2008), one of the participants switched from the Puma 
toolkit to the Reebok toolkit because of the excessive loading times. It was essential 
that the toolkit’s loading time was fast enough to retain the user’s interest and that as 
part of the overall service, the toolkit took an acceptable period of time to complete, 
within the 20 minutes in which a consumer may wish to complete the whole service. 
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9.4.2.2 Visual Aspects and Communication 
In IBM’s design principles (2011a) it is stated that visual design plays a critical role in 
the development of new software; it should support and communicate the function of 
the toolkit in a manner that is intuitive. Key principles are outlined in this section. 
 
Layout  
A logical layout was required that provided a clear mental model so that users could 
easily understand how the toolkit operated (Moggridge, 2007). It was essential that it 
was organised, uncluttered and consistent in presentation (Lazar, 2006). The toolkit 
required a clear visual hierarchy (Krug, 2006); the Guardian’s website is a good 
example (see Figure 9.17): the headers are ordered in importance with colours 
employed to emphasise the user’s current position. It was also important that the user 
could access the content within the toolkit without having to scroll horizontally or 
vertically, this can frustrate users (Nielsen and Loranger, 2006).  
 
 
Figure 9.17 | The Guardian website demonstrates a clear visual hierarchy (Guardian News And Media, 2011) 
 
YourReebok provide a good example of an appropriately laid out toolkit (see Figure 
9.18); focused on the primary task of gathering the user preferences. The shoe is the 
main feature on the page, as it is the aspect of most interest to the user. The selection 
options are provided to one side, large enough for the user to see exactly what they 
are selecting. Only a limited amount of options are provided at once so as not to 
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overwhelm the user (Benyon et al., 2005). The main navigation for the site is 
positioned at the top of the screen, a visible location that follows web-design 
convention (Nielsen and Tahir, 2002) and the option to buy is also prominent. Other 
features are, generally, arranged around these, less prominently so as not to distract 
the user from the design process.  
 
 
Figure 9.18 | The YourReebok toolkit layout allows the user to focus on the shoe and 
its design (Reebok, 2011) 
 
Aesthetically appealing 
Stylish and attractive designs are desirable: the more attractive a product is, the better 
frame of mind a user is likely to be in when using it (Norman, 2004). To deliver an 
aesthetically appealing toolkit the use of Flash was desirable; it offers capabilities such 
as animation, dynamic content generation and increased interactivity, not possible 
with HTML. Only one of the current footwear personalisation services utilises HTML 
(see Figure 9.19) and, the author believes that it looks unprofessional by comparison 
with the other toolkits. To maintain a consistent, memorable look to the toolkit no 
more than four standard colours were to be utilised (Wickens and Holland, 2000) for 
the theme.  
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Figure 9.19 | The HTML-based Hersey website looks unprofessional, 
uninviting and dated (Hersey Custom Shoe Company, 2011) 
 
Use of Text, Icons & Images   
To help ensure the toolkit was accessible, it was important that text was not overused 
with images, icons or videos substituted where possible (Krug, 2006). Hersey’s website 
is an example of how the overuse of text can make a page uninviting and inaccessible 
(see Figure 9.19). Nike’s ‘Footwear Finder’ for their running website (see Figure 9.20) 
demonstrates how images can be substituted effectively; the large images 
communicate the message instantly to the user and also provide visual appeal.  Images 
employed to solely enhance the toolkit’s visual appeal were to be minimised to ensure 
that the essential images retained impact (Shneiderman and Plaisant, 2004).  
 
 
Figure 9.20 | The Nike ‘Footwear Finder’ demonstrates where minimising 
the use of text can be beneficial (Nike, 2011b) 
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Where text was employed, it was necessary that the typeface was consistent in size 
and style, only larger for emphasis (Wickens and Hollands, 2000). For readability the 
text should be well spaced with a high level of contrast against the background colour 
(Lazar, 2006). It was important that the any language utilised was simple and easy for 
all to understand; with unnecessary padding and brand technology names e.g. Abzorb, 
NFuse avoided. Where the use of feet or footwear specific terminologies was required, 
explanations were to be present if it was thought the user may be unsure of their 
meanings. The language employed needed to be consumer focused, displaying what 
the toolkit can do for the consumer and not the company (Krug, 2006). It was essential 
that any icons used clearly communicated their meanings (Benyon et al., 2005). There 
are several methods to achieve this; through the use of metaphors (cut with a pair of 
scissors), direct mapping (a printer utilised for printing) or convention (a floppy disk 
implies a save function).  
Affordance and Emphasis 
It was important that the visual design demonstrated good affordance: users should be 
able to easily determine the action that should be taken with an object, for example a 
button should perform as a button would i.e. be clickable.  
 
The emphasis placed on important buttons or links was also considered: providing 
users with a clear understanding of where they can go and in which order they should 
do so. Vans Custom toolkit’s initial shoe selection process is a good demonstration of 
this (see Figure 9.21). 
 
 
Figure 9.21 | When selecting shoe sizes for the Vans Custom toolkit, the clickable areas are emphasised, 
making it obvious where the user can click (Vans, 2011) 
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Visual Feedback  
It was expected that when using the toolkit, a user would receive visual feedback for 
every interaction with the system (Norman, 2002; Shneiderman and Plaisant, 2004). 
The menu on the Vans Customs toolkit (see Figure 9.22) displays the selections that 
have been made for the different parts of the shoe, providing clear feedback to the 
user.  
 
 
Figure 9.22 |The menu on the right displays the different selections 
made by the user (Vans, 2011) 
 
9.4.3 Summary  
To capture the required data effectively and deliver an enjoyable user experience, it 
was necessary to explore the requirements of the toolkit, considering the content, 
functions, usability and visual aspects. The resultant toolkit specification is detailed in 
Table 9.6.   
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SPECIFICATION 
The toolkit must capture the required data effectively 
- The toolkit must capture user personal data related to their running shoe usage 
- The toolkit must capture user comfort and performance and aesthetic selections 
- An effective product preview should be provided for aesthetic selections. 
The toolkit must effectively store user data 
- Easy to use save and resume features are required 
- The user should be able to access their data at a later date. 
The toolkit should support the consumer in making confident decisions 
- Consumers should have access to advice that supports their decision making. This advice must be easily accessible 
- Potential suitable methods include peer involvement and system guidance 
- The potential for system errors and user mistakes should be minimised 
- If the user makes a mistake or an error occurs they should be able to recover simply and quickly. 
The toolkit should deliver an enjoyable experience 
- The toolkit should adapt dependent on the user selections 
- The user should be able to easily provide feedback on their experience 
- Users with little experience in running shoes should be able to complete the service 
- Users who explore the toolkit in greater depth should be rewarded 
- The loading times for the toolkit should not be frustrating for the user. 
The toolkit should be intuitive to use 
- The toolkit should operate in a logical and consistent manner 
- Users with basic levels of computer literacy should be able to use the toolkit 
- Interactions with the toolkit should be, where possible, fluent 
- Clear feedback should be provided when the consumer uses the toolkit 
- The consumer should be able to easily identify their current stage in the design process 
- The toolkit should be laid out appropriately for easy utilisation 
- The choices provided should be arranged so not to overwhelm the consumer. 
The toolkit should be aesthetically appealing 
- The use of HTML should be avoided when designing the toolkit 
- The toolkit must implement a strong theme 
- The toolkit should be aesthetically appealing whilst communicating the service effectively 
- The excessive use of text should be avoided. 
The toolkit should be easy to understand 
- Media may be utilised in place of words to communicate information more effectively 
- Simple and easy to understand language should be utilised where necessary 
- The toolkit should employ universally recognisable symbols/icons where possible 
- Text should be well spaced for scannability 
- High contrast should be employed between the text and background. 
The presentation of the toolkit should be consistent 
- Features (i.e. buttons, menus etc) should operate as the consumer would expect 
- Features styled in a similar manner should operate similarly 
- The most important aspects of the toolkit should be emphasised 
- Typefaces utilised should be consistent in size and style. 
 
Table 9.6 | The toolkit specification  
284 
9.5 Prototype Development 
A prototype toolkit was developed using the specification as a guideline. Key 
considerations are outlined in the following sections, before the final concept is 
presented. 
 
9.5.1 Development Software 
Initial functional and aesthetic prototypes of the toolkit were developed using 
PowerPoint and Adobe Photoshop respectively. Once a basic design was established, 
the content and graphics for the toolkit were developed using Adobe Illustrator and 
then passed to a computer programmer who imported them into Adobe Flash and 
added interactivity using Flash’s native scripting language, Actionscript 2.0. As the 
toolkit was not hosted on the internet yet the ability to save and resume was required, 
XAMPP was installed on all relevant computers. This incorporates an Apache Web 
Server alongside PHP and allows the user to test the toolkit as if it was hosted on an 
internet server.  When the user saved, the data was stored to an XML file which could 
be exported to Microsoft Excel, enabling subsequent analysis. Once the prototype was 
developed it was tested on different web browsers (Internet Explorer, Firefox, Chrome, 
Safari) to ensure compatibility with the majority of computers that participants may 
use when remotely testing the toolkit. A log of the revisions made to the toolkit by the 
external programmer can be found in Appendix O. 
 
9.5.2 Development Process 
Informal testing was employed often during the prototype development ensuring time 
was well spent (International Organization for Standardization, 2002; IBM, 2011b). This 
testing was often by people unfamiliar with the project, working within the Design 
Ergonomics research group; the intention being that their neutrality would help the 
maintenance of an appropriate focus during the design stage. Further participatory 
design with potential users was to be employed during the analysis of the initial 
prototype at the end of this process. The prototype was developed with the assistance 
of a computer programmer on a short inflexible timescale, so opportunities for 
CHAPTER 9 | TOOLKIT DEVELOPMENT 
 285 
participatory design were limited at this stage of the development. These restrictions 
impacted upon the visual quality of some of the aesthetic aspects of the toolkit; the 
priority was to produce a toolkit that represented the overall concept effectively. 
 
9.5.2.1 Finalising Content and Distribution/Organisation 
A simplified wireframe was developed using PowerPoint detailing the potential 
structure and content of the toolkit. This was circulated to the E2HS project team for 
informal analysis; subsequent review meetings were held with key members of the 
project (see Figure 9.23). An important addition was made at this stage: information to 
occupy customer when idle. There is a point between the measurements being 
recorded and a demonstration shoe being prepared where the customer may be left 
unoccupied as the store assistant prepares the shoe. It was decided to provide an 
opportunity for the customer to learn about their footwear at this stage, using an 
engaging interactive method, potentially raising their awareness regarding their shoe’s 
attributes and suitability. The final services that were necessary to implement in the 
toolkit are detailed in Figure 9.24; to capture all of the questions, provide information 
regarding the measurement collection process, a method to occupy the customer and 
present the choices, all outlined in Table 9.4.  
 
 
Figure 9.23 | Meetings were held with members of the E2HS project to review the toolkit wireframe  
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Figure 9.24 | The services the toolkit was required to perform 
 
9.5.2.2 Functional prototypes 
PowerPoint models were utilised to test key navigation and layout issues before 
committing to further development (IBM, 2011b). Unlike the majority of current 
personalisation service toolkits, this toolkit would feature of combination of all three 
methods of navigation systems outlined by Rogoll and Piller (2004) in Section 4.5.1; 
procedural, decision-rule-based and knowledge based. A procedural system was 
selected for the overall navigation because it was essential that during use all of the 
required data was captured by the toolkit; this would restrict the user from moving 
forward without making a selection. Once they had made a decision they are able to 
go back and change their input at a later point, before submitting, if they wish. Two 
main variations of this interaction style were informally tested (see Figure 9.25), one 
utilising arrows and the other without (See Figure 9.26 and Figure 9.27). Hyperlinks 
were used to create the interactive models that were tested when PowerPoint was in 
slideshow mode. The style without arrows was selected because it minimised the 
number of clicks a user required to progress. If the user had to click on an option and 
then confirm each time, they may become frustrated. To implement this style a 
secondary navigation bar was added (see Figure 9.27), allowing the user, if they 
wanted to modify a previous selection, to effectively navigate within sections; it also 
clearly indicated their current progress within that sub section. The implementation of 
a ‘mix’ of the styles was considered, with a ‘back’ arrow enabling a user to navigate to 
previous sections. It was decided that for consistency, both visually and with regards to 
function, this would be inappropriate.  
 
When the user is making aesthetic choices, decision-rule-based systems are more 
desirable; they encourage creativity, allowing users to select the options that they 
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want, in whichever order; a shoe design could still be submitted without all the 
selections being made, a warning message ensures that they are finished. PowerPoint 
was also employed to test this navigation system before proceeding with further 
development (see Figure 9.28).  
 
The knowledge based system would be used to specify the demonstration shoe and 
the fit of the final footwear, converting their answers to the questions and 
measurements. The measurements that would be taken, if the service concept was 
fully realised, were to be listed in the information section along with reasons why each 
measurement and question was required.  
 
 
Figure 9.25 | A member of the Design Ergonomics research group testing an 
early procedural rule navigation prototype 
 
 
Figure 9.26 | A procedural rule system employing arrows. The user must make a selection and then click on 
the newly activated arrow within the ‘Primary Use’ question to move to the ‘Distance’ question 
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Figure 9.27 | A procedural rule system without arrows. The user makes their selection 
and is automatically moved from the ‘Primary Use’ question to the ‘Distance’ question 
 
 
 
 
Figure 9.28 | Microsoft PowerPoint was used to test the manipulation of the shoe model using a decision-
rule-based system. The shoe is being rotated in these screens 
 
9.5.3 Aesthetic Considerations 
A basic schema of colours for the service was selected with the aid of Adobe Kuler and 
research on colour utilisation within a purchasing environment (Bellizzi et al., 1983; 
Middlestadt, 1990). The intention was to select colours representative of nature and 
neither strongly masculine or feminine. ‘YourStep’ was selected as the service name 
after an informal brainstorm within the Design Ergonomics research group because it 
was felt that it strongly represented the individuality of the consumers with regards to 
their locomotion. Several different aesthetic concepts were produced for the toolkit’s 
overall style (see Figure 9.29). These all conformed to the basic navigation and layout 
principles outlined in the toolkit specification. Preferred elements of these were 
integrated into the final theme chosen for the toolkit. 
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Figure 9.29 | A sample of the aesthetic concepts for the ‘YourStep’ toolkit 
 
 
9.6 Final Prototype: The YourStep toolkit 
9.6.1 Layout 
Figure 9.30 provides an annotated screen shot of the layout for the main screen of the 
final toolkit prototype, Table 9.7 details the different components identified in this 
screen shot. These components remain throughout the majority of the customer’s use 
of the toolkit. The navigation bar allows the user to easily identify their current stage in 
the process and navigate to required content. Tooltips are also used in conjunction 
with the navigation bar to remind the user of their previous selections (see Figure 
9.31). Selecting the information button is the initial point of reference if the user is 
experiencing any doubts as to what they are doing and why they are doing it, providing 
information tailored to their current screen (see Figure 9.31). 
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Figure 9.30 | Layout of main screen for toolkit 
 
 
NO. DESCRIPTION INFORMATION 
1 YourStep logo Defines identity of service, clicking will return user to ‘homepage’. 
2 Navigation bar Indicates current section of service, and position within that section. Can be 
used to navigate between and within sections. 
3 Background image This changes according to the user’s selections e.g. if they select that they run 
on road, an open road image appears. 
4 Start Again button Takes the user to back to the start, data is lost.  
5 Save & Exit feature Allows the user to save their progress for resumption at a more suitable time 
and, potentially, location. 
6 Information button Provides information related to the content displayed on the data collection 
space. 
7 Data collection space The main interaction point for the consumer; all questions, choices and 
information are displayed here. 
8 Feedback link Users can submit comments, problems and ideas regarding the service. 
 
Table 9.7 | Legend for toolkit layout  
 
Others features aim to enhance the user’s experience: the background image changes 
dependent on the user’s answers, for example, if the user selects that they run on the 
road, the background image changes to reflect this selection (see Figure 9.32). The 
feedback link enables the user to directly contribute towards the improvement of the 
service; when selected, a box pops-up allowing them to submit feedback and provides 
CHAPTER 9 | TOOLKIT DEVELOPMENT 
 291 
three different categories, reducing the time required to sort the data by the provider 
(see Figure 9.33). The ‘Save & Exit’ feature (see Figure 9.33) was added to allow the 
users to exit before completion without losing any data; the user may want to 
complete certain sections, for example the aesthetics, in privacy or with the feedback 
of peers in a remote location. This may potentially make the users feel more 
comfortable and increase their confidence in the selections they make. It was designed 
to be simple with only a six digit username and passcode, of the user’s choice, 
required. In case of difficulties with the toolkit, the ‘Start Again’ button provides an 
easy to locate escape route for the user, returning them to the homepage. 
 
 
Figure 9.31 | Tooltips provide users with a reminder of their selection for previous sub sections (left). 
Information relevant to the current screen appears after selecting the information button (right) 
 
 
 
Figure 9.32 | After the user selects the surface they run on (left), the background image changes accordingly 
(right)  
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Figure 9.33 | Pop-up boxes appear when selecting the ‘Your Feedback ‘ (left) and ‘Save & Exit’ links (right) 
 
9.6.2 Overall Structure  
Figure 9.34 highlights the customer’s interaction points with the toolkit, as part of the 
service. The structure and content of the individual sections of the toolkit are explored 
in the following sections. A copy of the different sections’ screens can be found in 
Appendix P. 
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Figure 9.34 | A flowchart detailing customers’ interaction points with the personalisation service 
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9.6.3 Main Sections 
Unique and descriptive headings were employed for each section to provide clear 
distinctions between them and minimise any uncertainty the user may have during 
their session (U.S. Department of Health and Human Sciences, 2006). Flowcharts are 
provided for each section, detailing the navigational possibilities for the user; options 
to save, submit feedback and start again are excluded from these charts as they 
feature throughout the toolkit. 
 
9.6.3.1 Introduction 
The first time a consumer uses the toolkit they are presented with the homepage (see 
Figure 9.35), where they can ‘Start from Scratch’ or ‘Resume Using Passcode’. If they 
select to start a new session a set of screening questions is displayed (see Figure 9.35) 
to check whether they have been recently injured/worn orthotics or are seeing a foot 
specialist. If the consumer selects yes for any of these questions they are prompted 
with a warning message detailing that this service is not a replacement for seeing a 
foot specialist. They have to agree that they want to proceed before they can move on, 
ensuring that those who may potentially be more difficult to satisfy are aware of the 
service’s limitations. Figure 9.36 outlines the steps available to the user during the 
introduction stage. 
 
 
 
Figure 9.35 | The homepage of the service provides a simple start and resumption point (left) and the 
screening page ensures that potentially vulnerable customers are aware of the service’s limitations (right) 
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Figure 9.36 | The customer flowchart for the introduction section 
 
9.6.3.2 Questions 
There are six questions in the ‘Questions’ section, the ‘Gender’ and ‘Surface’ questions 
are displayed in Figure 9.30 and Figure 9.32, respectively, screenshots of the remaining 
questions can be found in Appendix P. These questions were chosen to gather the 
required information regarding the user’s running shoe preferences. The number of 
options provided for each question was defined after consulting current 
personalisation services and findings from the research activities. They provide a 
benchmark which can be assessed during any testing. Where possible, selections were 
presented using visual presentation styles to enhance the user experience. Figure 9.37 
provides shows the question order and options in full. 
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Figure 9.37 | The customer flowchart for the ‘Questions’ section 
 
9.6.3.3 Measure 
The flowchart for this section is shown in Figure 9.38. The user is able to retrieve 
information on the measurements that will be taken by a store assistant before they 
choose to proceed (see Figure 9.39). The measurements included are those required to 
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aid definition of the product concept (see Section 9.3). To enable testing of the 
prototype without a full service set up, when the users chose to proceed with the 
measurements, a holding screen appeared stating ‘Measurements in Progress’ that 
automatically expired after five seconds or before, if the user clicked.  
 
 
 
Figure 9.38 | The customer flowchart for the ‘Measure’ section 
 
9.6.3.4 Explore 
The user is presented with a manipulable model of a shoe which reveals information, 
about the personalised footwear, when they hover over red dots (see Figure 9.39). This 
section was developed to occupy the customer as they wait for the demonstration 
footwear to be prepared for fitting and to potentially improve their knowledge of 
running shoes. Certain parts of the information in this prototype are tailored to reflect 
the user’s selections in the question section. The flowchart for the ‘Explore’ section is 
presented in Figure 9.40. 
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Figure 9.39 | Information in the ‘Measure’ section (left) and the ‘Explore’ section (right) 
 
 
 
 
Figure 9.40 | The customer flowchart for the ‘Explore’ section 
 
9.6.3.5 Define 
The ‘Define’ section is where the user is presented with options that require them to 
make choices. It is split into three sub sections: the comfort and performance section 
(see Figure 9.41), the colour selection section and the midsole personalisation section. 
The level and type of choices have been established to satisfy the target consumer 
needs after exploration of the current personalisation services and standard footwear 
available, ensuring that unique, suitable running shoes can be produced. 
 
Comfort and Performance   
The user can select from different upper and outsole choices (see Figure 9.42) and is 
provided with information to aid their decision-making organised in an appealing and 
accessible way.  
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Figure 9.41 | The customer flowchart for the comfort and performance sub section of the ‘Define’ section 
 
 
 
 
Figure 9.42 |The toolkit provides details for the different comfort and performance options; the ‘All 
Conditions’ upper (left) and the ‘Road’ outsole (right) details are displayed 
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Colour Selection 
In this section the user selects desired colours for their running shoes. Aesthetics were 
of less importance to many consumers in both prior research and subsequent studies 
and as a consequence all choices provided are optional; this can be seen clearly in the 
flowchart (Figure 9.43). Within the main colour selection screen (see Figure 9.44), a 
shoe preview is provided that can be viewed from a variety of angles as well as a 
secondary preview showing the shoe ‘in context’ in an environment relevant to the 
user’s previous selections. Colours can be selected by either directly manipulating the 
shoe model or selecting from the menu positioned on the left-hand side. A ‘Reset’ 
button is provided allowing the user to start from a blank model again, if deemed 
necessary. 
 
Within the colour selection section, tools have been added to aid the user in selecting 
suitable colours in a short period of time; the ‘Inspiration Gallery’ (see Figure 9.46) and 
the random colour and colour guidance features. The gallery provides a range of shoes 
coloured by peers that the user can select or modify for themselves. Users can search 
the gallery using a range of categories: by colour, rating or keyword. The ‘Random 
Colours’ button on the main design screen automatically colours the shoe model; 
people who are short on time or who do not place a priority on the aesthetics of their 
footwear may find this a useful feature. The colour guidance function restricts the 
colour selections for the shoe, allowing only complementary colours to be selected, 
with the intention of minimising the regret a consumer may experience post purchase. 
With the colour guidance function switched on, the user can press the ‘Random 
Colours’ button to cycle through complementary colour schemes. 
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Figure 9.43 | The customer flowchart for the colour selection sub section of the ‘Define’ section 
 
 
 
 
Figure 9.44 |The key features of the primary colour selection screen 
 
Midsole Personalisation Screen 
The midsole personalisation section is where the user is able to add a design to the 
side of their midsole that will be ‘etched’ during production. This may not be to 
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everyone’s taste so consequently users are asked initially if they want to proceed (see 
Figure 9.45). If they choose to do so, they can select from a range of shapes, images 
and text, placing a maximum of five items on the midsole (a text insert of up to 12 
characters counts as one item) for further manipulation by size, angle and position. A 
boundary box appears to warn the user when their design is exceeding the allocated 
space and a zoom function is provided so that the user can visualise the overall effect 
on the shoe. The choice of items was, at this stage, selected to demonstrate the 
functionality of this section, however, with no research conducted to establish suitable 
items and a restrictive development timeframe, issues with these selections were 
anticipated during testing. 
 
 
 
 
Figure 9.45 | The customer flowchart for the midsole personalisation sub section of the ‘Define’ section 
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Figure 9.46 |The ‘Inspiration Gallery’ (left) and the midsole personalisation sub section (right) 
 
9.6.3.6 Submit 
Once the user had finished with the ‘Define’ section they are presented with the 
‘Submit’ screen (see Figure 9.47). There are two versions of this screen: one that 
requests a username and passcode if the user has not already saved during the 
process, and another, if they have, that provides just a submit button. At this stage the 
user may go back and review their selections, once they click ‘Submit’ they are 
directed to a checkout to make payment. 
 
 
Figure 9.47 |The ‘ Submit’ screen if the user had not previously saved (left) and if they had (right) 
 
9.7 Summary 
The YourStep toolkit prototype was designed to deliver an enjoyable and satisfying 
experience to users that effectively captured the required data, outlined in the service 
and product concepts. Formal testing of the prototype was planned to provide user 
feedback and inform future toolkit and service development. 
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10.1 Rationale  
A formative testing of the prototype, with appropriate participants, was necessary in 
order to maximise the potential for the toolkit to deliver a suitable experience. The 
findings would be used to revise the toolkit, in preparation for a summative 
assessment by prospective users, and, where revision was not possible, provide 
recommendations for future development.  
 
10.2 Aim 
To test and evaluate a prototype of the toolkit in order to outline and define further 
development. 
10.2.1 Objectives 
- To assess the usability of the toolkit 
- To assess the visual components and the communication of the toolkit e.g. layout, 
colours, image quality 
- To assess the functionality of the toolkit e.g. can the users complete the desired 
tasks; obtain information required, personalise the shoe to a suitable degree  
- To assess the experience delivered and the toolkit’s suitability as part of a running 
shoe personalisation service 
- To provide recommendations for future development. 
 
10.3 Method 
Formative testing of the toolkit was split into three different evaluations (see Table 
10.1), selected to gather feedback in all the required areas. Heuristic evaluation and 
expert testing were conducted, concurrently, after which the toolkit, where practical, 
was revised to address issues raised prior to the scenario testing. After the scenario 
testing further updates were made. 
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PART SAMPLE SAMPLE SIZE 
1. HEURISTIC EVALUATION Interaction design postgraduate students 7, split into 2 laboratory 
sessions 
2. EXPERT TESTING ‘Experts’ in relevant fields:  
interaction designers, product designers, 
footwear developers, ethnographers 
12, contacted by e-mail 
3. SCENARIO TESTING Runners and non-runners  16, individual 
laboratory sessions 
 
Table 10.1 | Formative testing overview 
 
The sample sizes for each part of the study were relatively small, between seven and 
sixteen participants; a suitable size for this type of diagnostic testing that gathers 
primarily qualitative data (Nielsen, 2000; U.S. Department of Health and Human 
Sciences, 2006). 
 
 
10.3.1 Part 1: Heuristic Evaluation 
Heuristic evaluation is a non-task based interface evaluation method with the primary 
intention of identifying potential issues with the usability and visual components of an 
interface (Nielsen, 1994). Each heuristic represents a principle that the interface 
should adhere to. The heuristics utilised in this study (see Table 10.2) were tailored to 
the toolkit, adapted from several different heuristic standards (Nielsen, 1994; Benyon 
et al., 2005; Lazar, 2006). Participants were provided with an information pack (see 
Table 10.3); this detailed the YourStep concept, ensuring everyone was aware of how 
it would work. Before each of the two sessions commenced, a demonstration was 
given regarding how to use the toolkit covering all of the available features: it was 
more important that they were aware of the full range of functionality than that they 
worked out how to use the toolkit themselves; the intention was not to complete any 
tasks, but to search for faults. Participants were given 50 minutes to discover issues 
with the toolkit which they recorded on the capture forms provided in the information 
pack. This was followed by a brief group discussion of the findings. 
 
Seven postgraduates with experience in interaction design were recruited from 
Loughborough Design School and split between two sessions. Testing was conducted in 
CHAPTER 10 | FORMATIVE TESTING 
 309 
a computer laboratory based at the Design School (see Figure 10.1); a convenient 
location, with refreshments provided, to create a relaxed and productive atmosphere 
(Dumas and Loring, 2008).  
 
 
HEURISTIC DETAIL 
1 Visibility of system status  The system should always keep users informed about what is going on and 
what is available, through appropriate feedback within reasonable time.  
2 Consistency and standards  Users should not have to wonder whether different words, situations, or 
actions mean the same thing. Consistency should be employed throughout 
the system. 
3 Familiarity The system should employ language, symbols and concepts familiar to the 
user. Where this is difficult a suitable metaphor should be employed that 
helps to provide an understanding. 
4 Affordance Things should be designed so that it is clear what they are for; for example, 
buttons should look like buttons so people will press them. Buttons afford 
pressing, chairs afford sitting, post-it notes afford writing on.  
5 Navigation The system should be designed so that it enables users to navigate 
efficiently and easily: maps, directional signs and information signs should 
be employed where necessary. 
6 User control and freedom  Users often choose system functions by mistake and will need a clearly 
marked "emergency exit" to leave the unwanted state without having to go 
through an extended dialogue. Support undo and redo. Users should feel 
comfortable and in control at all times. 
7 Recognition rather than 
recall  
Minimize the user's memory load by making objects, actions, and options 
visible. The user should not have to remember information from one part of 
the dialogue to another. Instructions for use of the system should be visible 
or easily retrievable whenever appropriate.  
8 Flexibility and efficiency of 
use  
The system should be efficient to use. Accelerators may often speed up the 
interaction for the expert user such that the system can cater to both 
inexperienced and experienced users. This can be delivered, for example, 
through navigation shortcuts and extra functionality. 
9 Errors Either eliminate error-prone conditions or check for them and present users 
with a confirmation option before they commit to the action. Where not 
possible, enable recovery from actions, quickly and effectively. Provide 
constraints so users cannot make serious errors. 
10 Help and documentation  Even though it is better if the system can be used without documentation, it 
may be necessary to provide help and documentation. Any such 
information should be easy to search, focused on the user's task, list 
concrete steps to be carried out, and not be too large.  
11 Minimalist design  Dialogues should not contain information which is irrelevant or rarely 
needed. Every extra unit of information in a dialogue competes with the 
relevant units of information and diminishes their relative visibility. 
12 Stylish and convivial designs The system should be stylish, attractive and pleasant to use. It should also 
encourage social involvement through its design and provided features. 
Table 10.2 | The heuristics employed for the evaluation exercise 
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ITEM PURPOSE 
1 x Participant identification character                       The character (e.g. A, B, C etc) by which the participant 
would be identified in any reports made on this session 
1 x Participant consent form To inform of confidentiality and the right to withdraw 
1 x YourStep service diagram Detailing the potential YourStep service 
1 x Sheet detailing the heuristics To provide reference for the participants 
2 x Heuristic capture forms To record issues along with relevant heuristic, severity 
and potential solutions  
 
Table 10.3 | Contents of participant information pack for heuristic evaluation sessions (see Appendix Q)  
 
 
 
Figure 10.1 | A heuristic evaluation session in progress 
 
10.3.2 Part 2: Expert Testing 
Several ‘experts’, recruited from disciplines the author believed would provide 
relevant feedback for the development of a footwear personalisation service (see 
Table 10.4), were e-mailed a version of the toolkit with an attached feedback form and 
a diagram detailing the service (see Appendix Q). The save, feedback and gallery 
functions of the toolkit were not fully functional; these require a connection with the 
server which would need to be installed on each participant’s computer.  
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Participants were asked to use the toolkit as if it was a real service i.e. from start to 
finish, exploring as much of the functionality as possible, after which they submitted 
their feedback. The feedback form contained a set of eight qualitative questions 
selected to target information regarding the toolkit’s usability, visual components, 
functionality and the overall experience delivered. There was also a space where 
participants could submit additional comments. The number of questions was 
minimised to increase the probability of completion and reply (Robson, 2002). 
 
ROLE ORGANISATION FIELD 
Ethnographer Bassett Ethnography 
Industrial Designer  Industrial Design 
Industrial Designer Minimal Industrial Design 
Industrial Design Lecturer MIT Industrial Design 
Design Researcher Umeǻ Institute of Design Interaction Design 
Interaction Design Research Carnegie Mellon Interaction Design 
Interaction Designer Apple Interaction Design 
Usability Consultant Loughborough University Interaction Design 
Footwear Designer Nike Sports Footwear 
Footwear Designer Nike Sports Footwear 
Footwear Personalisation  Adidas Sports Footwear 
VP Design & Development New Balance Sports Footwear 
 
Table 10.4 | Profile of ‘Experts’ 
 
10.3.3 Part 3: Scenario Testing 
This part of the testing introduced potential users of the service to the toolkit. These 
participants were required to undertake a series of tasks, selected to ensure exposure 
to the full functionality of the toolkit. Testing was conducted with individual 
participants in a room with a one-way mirror; whilst the researcher observed the 
session from the adjoining room. Although the participant was aware they were being 
monitored, the literature states that they were more likely to relax and behave 
naturally than if the researcher was present in the room (Dumas and Loring, 2008). 
Upon arrival, the participant was briefed, shown the YourStep service concept and 
how it would work and then seated at a computer with the toolkit set up (see Figure 
10.2). The primary task was to personalise their running shoes, which they were 
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instructed to do before attempting the other tasks, targeted at specific aspects of the 
toolkit. Participants were allowed to ask for help whenever they desired, however they 
were encouraged to try several methods to complete a task before making such a 
request. The participants’ toolkit usage was recorded using screen capture software 
and their body language was monitored using a standard observation coding form 
(Tullis and Albert, 2008); these aided the identification of the problem areas 
experienced by the participants.  
 
 
Figure 10.2 | A participant undertaking a task during a scenario test session 
 
Following completion of the tasks, participants completed a questionnaire comprised 
of 25 Likert Scales, in private, minimising the bias a researcher’s presence can effect 
(Lazar, 2006). The content of the questionnaire is detailed in the results section; it was 
designed with reference to a series of industry standard interaction surveys; examples 
include the System Usability Scale (Brooke, 1996), the Computer System Usability 
Questionnaire (Lewis, 1995) and the Questionnaire for User Interface Satisfaction 
(Harper and Norman, 1993). After this the researcher conducted a short interview. 
Exploratory questions were utilised and leading questions avoided (Brace, 2008; Tullis 
and Albert, 2008). Both survey methods were employed to establish whether the 
participants believed the toolkit was a success and where and how it may be improved 
with regards to the usability, visual aspects and communication, functionality and 
experience delivered. The whole session was planned to last for an hour and thirty 
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minutes. A pilot study was conducted and necessary revisions were made. Appendix Q 
contains a copy of the documents utilised for these test sessions. 
 
Samples of ‘runners’ and ‘non runners’ were used for these sessions. All owned and 
used a pair of running shoes and were drawn, primarily, from Loughborough 
University. This allowed the capture of feedback from two key groups of potential 
users and was consistent with the previously undertaken research activities. Sixteen 
participants were recruited, eight ‘runners’ and eight ‘non runners’, with four of each 
gender in both groups. Further details of the participants can be found in Appendix R. 
 
10.4 Data Analysis 
Data analysis of the results was conducted in line with the principles outlined in the 
methodology chapter (see Section 5.4) and transcripts and feedback were coded using 
NVivo, utilising the same methods as the research studies (see Section 7.3).  
 
10.5 Results and Discussion 
The feedback from parts 1 and 2 of the study are explored simultaneously as they were 
conducted concurrently with the results of part 3 explored after. Appendix S contains 
raw data from each study. In the following sections the key findings from these 
sessions are detailed for each of the outlined objectives. 
 
10.5.1 Parts 1 and 2 
10.5.1.1 Usability 
A series of issues were identified with the usability of the toolkit. A large percentage of 
these were a consequence of errors with the toolkit’s coding. These were corrected 
and retested internally at the end of studies 1 and 2, unless stated otherwise. The 
error experienced most frequently occurred when participants were selecting an 
answer for the screening questions in the introduction section. They were unclear 
whether they had selected ‘Yes’ or ‘No’: clicking on the same option multiple times 
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would make the ‘slider’ switch back and forth (see Figure 10.3). This error was resolved 
after part 3 of this testing; participants could now only select their desired option by 
directly clicking it.  
 
 
Figure 10.3 | The blue slider for the ‘Yes/No’ options would switch back and forth when the user repeatedly 
clicked on the same option, leaving participants confused as to which option they had selected  
 
Other errors included: 
- Text in text boxes not ‘wrapping’: when at the borders of a box, text continued 
along a seemingly infinite path instead of moving to a new line  
- In the colour selection section a message appeared checking whether users 
were happy to proceed to the next section despite not having selected colours 
for each of the components even if the user had selected colours for each of 
the components 
- The toolkit did not display properly in Firefox web browser 
- Moving back to a previous section when selecting colours would remove 
current colour selections  
- The side view of the shoe model in the colour selection section was missing 
when vertically rotating the shoe 
- Participants experienced issues with the manipulation of images placed on the 
midsole in the midsole personalisation section. 
Participants also reported issues with the toolkit’s usability that were not caused by 
errors. One identified by several participants was the selection of a username and 
passcode when using the ‘Save & Exit’ feature; if the user did not enter a username 
and passcode that was six digits long a message prompted them to ensure their entries 
were this length (see Figure 10.4). Following this, the function was updated to inform 
users of this restriction before they selected usernames and passwords. Saving of the 
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profiles also took longer than anticipated, leading participants to believe that they 
were not saving successfully; to ensure users were aware, the toolkit was updated so 
that a message appeared while the profile was in the process of saving. 
 
 
Figure 10.4 | A user initially enters a username and passcode and clicks to save (left), subsequently they are 
informed they need to enter at least 6 characters (right) and have to submit new entries 
 
A number of participants felt it was not intuitive enough to move backwards when 
using the toolkit to change a previous selection; a back button was suggested as a 
possibility. A decision was taken during the development stage not to employ a back 
button, to deliver a consistent navigation experience. Some participants also believed 
that the primary navigation system was too rigid; a procedural rule system was 
employed to ensure that each required section was completed. One participant 
thought that the process of selecting uppers and outsoles in the ‘Define’ section was 
less intuitive than other options. It was felt that further testing would provide a better 
consensus on the navigation system. 
 
There were some interesting suggestions for a more interactive shoe model for the 
colour selection sub section: one that could be manipulated directly to change the 
view and colour choices that could be dragged and dropped onto the shoe. To enhance 
the experience, the intention is that the final shoe model will be more interactive; this 
implementation of the model was limited by the development timescale and budget. 
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10.5.1.2 Visual Aspects and Communication 
The participants reported multiple issues with the consistency of the buttons and links 
with regards to labelling, positioning and colour. In certain instances, several terms, 
and button styles, were used to communicate the same meaning; for a button that 
could read ‘Start’, ‘Let’s Go’ and ‘Ready to Start’ were also employed (see Figure 10.5). 
These inconsistencies were removed where possible. Another example is the ‘Skip’ 
button for the question about users’ previous running shoes, this was switched from 
red, a colour used to imply rejection or resetting in this toolkit, to a dark green to 
match with the ‘Random Colours’ button; another time-saving feature (see Figure 
10.6). The placement was also switched with the ‘Submit’ button to retain consistency 
with button placement. One participant felt that the ‘Feedback’ label was not clear: 
they weren’t sure whether by clicking this they were receiving or submitting feedback, 
to clarify this was changed to ‘Your Feedback’. 
 
 
Figure 10.5 | Inconsistent button styles used to communicate the same message 
 
 
Figure 10.6 | The colour and position of the ‘Skip’ button was updated (right) for the running shoe history 
question (left) 
 
Inconsistencies were also identified within the bodies of text in the toolkit, in addition 
to sentence construction and grammar issues.  Several participants in the heuristic 
testing identified an error in the colour choices provided in the colour selection 
section: the silver colour option was the same colour as the uncoloured shoe (see 
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Figure 10.7), confusing users as to whether they had successfully made a selection. 
This option was updated to remove the confusion. Another issue identified with the 
colour selection section was the use of the colour guidance feature; participants felt 
that, when turning colour guidance on, the message provided did not clearly 
communicate that users would lose any current colour selections. Following this a 
warning, highlighted in red, was included for emphasis (see Figure 10.8). 
 
 
 
Figure 10.7 | After the user selects silver for the ‘Accent’ component (right, highlighted); there is no 
distinguishable difference between this and the plain shoe (left) 
 
 
 
Figure 10.8 | The message provided when selecting the colour guidance feature (left) was updated to draw 
attention (right). There is also evidence of changes made to improve the toolkit’s visual consistency 
 
A few participants encountered issues with the terminology employed; the 
information provided in the ‘Measure’ section was considered by some as quite 
complex and others felt that the headings weren’t clear. Not all of these participants 
would necessarily fit in the target market; it was, therefore, essential to explore these 
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issues with those who were interested in running shoes to understand whether the 
same issues were encountered. Some felt that the measurement information was not 
suitably presented: it was not clear whether the headers were interactive as they did 
not match the style employed throughout the rest of the toolkit. This was a small part 
of the toolkit so it was decided to wait until after subsequent testing before further 
developing this feature. 
 
Unsurprisingly, participants wanted more realistic shoe models for both the ‘Explore’ 
section and colour selection sub section. The shoes employed in the prototype are 
simplified graphical models, a consequence of the limited time and budget available 
during the design process; further development was anticipated as necessary but 
impractical within the scope of this research. One participant also felt that it would be 
useful that if, when in the colour selection section, the user tried to advance to the 
next stage, any components without preferences selected were emphasised on the 
shoe model. These components are already highlighted on the side menu; it is possible 
that a different approach is required. 
 
Other issues raised were considered but further development was rejected: one 
participant felt that a flat colour would be more suitable than an image for the 
background; the author felt that the images added to the experience and did not affect 
the visibility of the content. Another participant wanted the support information to be 
placed in the main body of the toolkit; this would unnecessarily clutter the data 
collection space and provide many users with unwanted information. 
 
10.5.1.3 Functionality and Experience 
A number of the participants believed that the aesthetic offerings by the toolkit could 
be improved. One interesting suggestion was to change the way inspiration was 
provided, allowing users to select from more abstract images, for example, photos that 
represented nature, and applying their key colours to the shoe; the Adobe Kuler 
website identifies colours from photos (see Figure 10.9). Other requests included more 
colours, better choices and different shoe styles. At this stage, the aesthetic options 
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provided were limited, to focus on the comfort and performance aspects of the 
footwear and as, for many runners, aesthetics were not the priority. In addition, some 
of the participants in these sessions may not necessarily have a great interest in 
running shoes and may place a greater emphasis on the aesthetic of their footwear. 
Testing with an appropriate sample will provide a greater indication to the suitability 
of these aesthetic choices. There were also issues with the midsole personalisation 
options; one participant did not like the concept of ‘etching’ a design into the shoe, 
others felt that the design possibilities could have been better. As detailed previously, 
the fonts and images included were provided as simple examples to demonstrate the 
possibilities of the feature; future updates would require greater consideration. 
 
 
Figure 10.9 | The user uploads an image to the Adobe Kuler site and can identify its key 
colours (Adobe Systems, 2008) 
 
An increased number of comfort and performance options were also desired and the 
way they were presented reconsidered; some participants thought that a 
recommendation system that highlighted appropriate options, derived from the users’ 
answers in the question section and personal measurements, may enhance the 
experience and subsequent satisfaction.  
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Others felt that the questions themselves also required development, one suggestion 
was that they could be tailored according to the user, for example, a different 
sequence of questions would be presented to a ‘runner’ than a ‘non-runner’ and in 
turn the options offered would be different as well. This would further personalise and 
improve the customers’ experience. Currently, the participants are asked how far they 
run in their running shoes regardless of what they have indicated that they primarily 
use them for (see Figure 10.10). If the participant answered that they used their shoes 
for everyday activities, perhaps a more suitable next question would be to ask which 
activities. A number of the participants also stated that the user should be able to 
select that they run on more than one surface, as many people do. Implementing 
these ideas at this stage was not feasible, the toolkit complexity would increase 
greatly, but they do warrant further consideration. 
 
 
Figure 10.10 | The user selects that they use their running shoes, primarily, for everyday wear (left) and are 
subsequently asked how far they run each week (right) 
 
Conflicting views on the level of required complexity for the questions were raised. 
The  running shoe history question was thought, by some, to ruin the ‘flow’ of the 
experience, requiring too much effort to complete, while others felt the questions 
were too simple and that making them more challenging would make it a more 
rewarding experience. 
 
One participant suggested the use of a confirmation screen to allow users to check 
their selections before submitting. Currently users can navigate back through the 
toolkit to inspect selections; further testing will help to identify whether this is 
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appropriate. A number of ideas for changes to the save system were also raised: one 
participant thought that generating, as opposed to manually entering, usernames and 
passcodes would be more secure, another wanted the ability to enter longer entries 
allowing users to use their e-mail address as usernames. 
 
10.5.1.4 Summary  
Several errors and flaws were identified and, subsequently, resolved after these 
sessions, particularly with regards to the toolkit’s usability and visual characteristics 
and communication. Suggestions were also made for further development of the 
toolkit, including: improved shoe models, greater and more personalised choices, a 
recommendation system, improving the save system and considering the navigational 
style.  
 
10.5.2 Part 3: Scenario Testing 
Raw data of these test results can be found in Appendix S.  
10.5.2.1 Task Results 
The results of this exercise were very positive with 126 of the 144 undertaken tasks 
passed (see Table 10.5). All of the participants passed the first task, using the service 
from start to finish, without requesting help. The average time taken to complete the 
service was 12 minutes and 12 seconds; although this is from a small sample it 
suggests that the toolkit may require a suitable period of time to complete as part of a 
personalisation service. As a consequence of a system error, some participants 
experienced issues saving their profile at the end, lengthening their time taken. 
 
Two of the tasks produced significantly higher failure rates than the others. Half of the 
participants (8) failed task 5, locating information about the arch height index 
measurement. This supports the idea that the measurement information may not be 
suitably presented for ease of navigation, a notion raised in parts 1 and 2 of the 
testing. Six of the participants failed to use the colour guidance feature to help colour 
their shoes, many thought they had passed the task by accessing the ‘Inspiration 
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Gallery’. Three of the participants that failed had selected the colour guidance button 
and then, after reading the warning message, decided not to use it. Perhaps the 
visibility of the colour guidance feature needs increasing, participants clicked on it but 
when requested to use it at a later stage, did not register that it was this feature that 
was required. The phrasing used in both of the tasks may have been partly responsible 
for these failures; it was perhaps slightly ambiguous and misleading. 
 
 
NO. OF PARTICIPANTS 
TASK PASS FAIL 
1 
Please complete the whole shoe personalisation service, saving your 
profile at the end 
16 0 
2 
While in the middle of using the software please save and exit and re-
load using the 'Resume' feature 
15 1 
3 Whilst using the software please return to the 'homepage' of the system 15 1 
4 
Please submit a 'Comment' for feedback about your experience with 
the system 
15 1 
5 
Please find the information on the Arch height index measurement that 
would be taken during the Foot Scan 
8 8 
6 Please find a shoe coloured by 'mjhead' and rate it 15 1 
7 
Please activate the Colour Guidance feature using the appropriate 
button to help colour your shoes 
10 6 
8 
Move back from the 'Define' section to the 'Question' section and check 
your answer for the 'Distance' question 
16 0 
9 
When personalising your midsole please use the giraffe image and 
insert some text using the 'Century Gothic' font 
16 0 
 
Table 10.5 | Results from the tasks set during the scenario test sessions 
 
For each of the other tasks there were either no failures or only a single participant 
that failed the task. These solitary failures were sometimes a consequence of system 
errors: one participant could not resume because the save feature was not working 
properly. In other instances participants indicated that they had passed but 
subsequent review of the screen captures revealed otherwise; one failed to provide 
feedback yet marked that they had. From the screen captures it appears that while 
some participants initially struggled with navigating back in the system, by the end of 
the session most were comfortable doing so.  A few of the participants felt they had to 
go back to the start every time they needed to get to a previous section; the navigation 
system may require clearer communication. The same might be said about the midsole 
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personalisation section; some participants did not realise they could manipulate the 
images applied to the shoe. Participants also experienced issues in parts 1 and 2.  
 
Participants did not, generally, access the additional support information provided 
until directed to in a task; demonstrating clearly that the service could be completed 
without support. Some issues were, however, highlighted with the support features in 
subsequent tasks. The small sample makes it difficult to draw conclusions with regards 
to the different types of user; however, the oldest participant did appear to struggle 
with the system disproportionally, in comparison with the others. Testing of a larger 
sample would help identify whether this is an isolated incident.  
 
Participant Behaviour 
Participants appeared, generally, relaxed as they used the toolkit, with certain 
exceptions at different stages of use: 
- There was evidence of increased concentration at certain stages: leaning close 
to the screen, rubbing their chins and lingering when looking at the previous 
running shoe question, the ‘Explore’ section and the different upper/outsole 
choices 
- The colour selection section, in general, elicited the largest and most positive 
physical reactions from participants: some smiled as they picked certain 
combinations, others openly laughed and mouthed positive confirmation of 
their selections 
- Participants showed evidence of frustration during the saving and resuming 
screens, reacting to the screens contents as if unexpected, scratching their 
heads and pausing before re-typing. Errors in the system may have contributed 
to this, however; the six digit system does appear restrictive and may require 
redeveloping. 
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10.5.2.2 Survey Results 
Table 10.6 details the responses to the Likert Statements. The results were compared 
with those from the tasks and the screen capture and any unreliable results e.g. values 
attributed where the participant had not experienced that particular aspect of the 
system, were discounted. For the colour guidance feature, three participants that did 
not use the feature provided a rating; these were discounted for the final results. The 
responses selected to the statements were overwhelmingly positive, with 364 positive 
selections as opposed to 28 neutral selections and 3 negative selections. All 
participants thought that the toolkit was easy to use, although the majority of 
participants (11) agreed with this statement as opposed to strongly agreed (5). All but 
one of the participants (15) felt comfortable using the toolkit and believed it was well 
structured and clear when input was required. A number of the female participants (3) 
were unsure about their ability to recover from mistakes; however, the majority were 
unconcerned (13). 
 
With respect to the functionality, all of participants believed that completing the 
outlined tasks was straightforward, although some of the female participants (3) did 
not feel confident making decisions. The participants felt that the questions were easy 
to answer (15), and could locate the information required to support their decisions 
(14). The ‘Explore’ section was considered useful (16) and the gallery and midsole 
personalisation sub section were easy to use (14 and 16). One of the participants did 
not find the colour guidance feature useful, while three of the female participants 
were unsure about it and a further four did not encounter the feature. Some of the 
males were undecided as to whether there were enough outsole choices and the male 
runners, in particular, were dissatisfied/unsure about the colour choices.  
 
Overall, participants thought that the toolkit was attractive (16), liked the colours 
employed (15), found the text and icons easy to understand (16) and the images of 
high quality (14). The toolkit appeared to deliver a positive experience to participants; 
most believed it was engaging (14), fun (16) and the time taken to use it was 
appropriate (16). Participants also believed that the service would help them to select 
more suitable running shoes (15). 
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- I thought the service was easy to use 5 11 0 0 0 0 
- I found the sequence of screens clear and well 
organised 
11 4 1 0 0 0 
- It was clear when I needed to do something 8 7 1 0 0 0 
- I felt comfortable using this service 8 7 1 0 0 0 
- Whenever I made a mistake, I recovered easily and 
quickly 
4 9 3 0 0 0 
- It is an attractive looking service 9 7 0 0 0 0 
- I like the colours used in the presentation 9 6 1 0 0 0 
- The text employed was easy to understand 10 6 0 0 0 0 
- Where icons were employed, their meaning was 
clear 
8 8 0 0 0 0 
- The images employed were of high quality 6 8 2 0 0 0 
- Performing tasks is straightforward 6 10 0 0 0 0 
- I felt confident when making decisions 4 9 3 0 0 0 
- The questions were easy to answer 7 8 1 0 0 0 
- The Explore section was useful 5 11 0 0 0 0 
- I was satisfied with the different type of upper 
choices 
6 8 2 0 0 0 
- I was satisfied with the different type of outsole 
choices 
4 9 3 0 0 0 
- I was able to colour my shoes as I wanted 7 6 2 1 0 0 
- When colouring my shoes the 'Colour Guidance' 
feature was useful 
2 6 3 1 0 4 
- I found the gallery section easy to use 7 7 1 0 0 1 
- It was easy to add a midsole design to the shoe 10 6 0 0 0 0 
- It was easy to find the information I needed to 
support my decisions 
6 8 1 1 0 0 
- I found using this service an engaging experience 11 3 2 0 0 0 
- This service is fun to use 11 5 0 0 0 0 
- I am satisfied with the amount of time it took to use 
this service 
11 5 0 0 0 0 
- Using this service would help me to select more 
suitable running shoes 
8 7 1 0 0 0 
TOTAL NO. OF SELECTIONS 183 181 28 3 0 5 
 
Table 10.6 | Results of the scenario testing questionnaire  
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10.5.2.3 Interview Results 
Usability 
As identified in the questionnaire, participants thought that, in general, the system 
was very easy to use and self-explanatory, following the natural ‘flow’ presented. The 
structure of the toolkit was considered, for the most part, logical and clear. The 
support provided as users progressed through the service was also mentioned, 
participants never felt that they were unsure where they were and why they were 
doing what they were doing. Deviating and using additional functionality, for example, 
the gallery, was less intuitive for some participants. One participant stated that this 
was not a big issue, because, being in a store environment they would just ask for 
support. Other issues detailed by participants included: 
- Using the logo to go back to the homepage 
- Navigating back to past sections 
- Saving and logging back in, caused by system errors and the six digit restriction  
- The previously detailed Yes/No selection issue when answering screening 
questions. 
Many of these issues were also identified in parts 1 and 2 of these tests and 
additionally observed when the participants were undertaking the tasks. Where 
system errors were not responsible, further consideration was required.  
 
Visual Aspects and Communication 
Participants commented that the simple, bold and consistent style of the toolkit lent to 
the ease of use. They also appreciated the clear layout and use of images, removing 
the necessity, where possible, for large amounts of text. Participants felt the colours 
used were bright, simple and emphasised the areas that required attention. The 
consensus was that a balance was achieved so that the appearance wasn’t dull or too 
distracting. 
 
The majority of participants considered the font size suitable; one participant 
suggested that there might need to be a method to allow text resizing improving 
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accessibility for all potential users. Many of the participants stated that they did not 
really notice the font style, which was positive; the font was clear to read and did not 
unnecessarily distract. The level of text employed was considered appropriate: enough 
to enable use of the system without slowing progress. Participants, generally, believed 
that the language employed was easy to understand and not too technical; however, 
some found that they did not understand some of the words used, particularly in the 
measurement information, e.g. gait analysis, relative arch deformation. Others felt the 
level of detail provided in these screens was useful and allowed those who are 
interested to understand the measurement process; further targeted testing with a 
larger sample may establish a consensus. A number of participants believed that 
keeping the extra support information separate was appropriate, allowing the majority 
of users to make progress unimpeded. One participant, concurring with earlier 
findings, felt that the measurement information could have been presented better as 
it was not clear that some of it was interactive. 
 
The majority of the images were thought to be self-explanatory, demonstrating ideas 
that could not be conveyed clearly with text e.g. what pronation and supination were, 
the properties of the differ types of uppers etc. Some of the images, for example, the 
runner that moved on the distance question were considered fun, helping to add to 
the experience. The general consensus on the icons and buttons was that they 
communicated their function clearly and were easy to locate, following similar 
conventions to those found on the internet. A few of the participants stated that, as 
with the font, they did not really notice the images or icons as they used the system; 
they did not disrupt their experience.  
 
Functionality 
The questions asked were expected and considered to be straightforward to answer. 
One issue raised by a number of participants was that they could not select that they 
run on multiple surfaces, also identified in earlier testing, and that there were perhaps 
some surfaces missing. Participants also wanted more choices for what they use their 
running shoes for, many used them for sports. It was decided to exclude these choices 
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during development as running shoes are not appropriate footwear for every activity; 
perhaps participants could select from additional options and receive a warning 
message relating to running shoe use, instead of the options not being present at all. 
 
Participants found the ‘Explore’ section a good way of helping them to understand 
how the shoe would be personalised and what impact that would have, something 
many had not realised previously. Other participants did not find it particularly useful 
but noted that they could simply skip the section if they were not interested. Using the 
red dots was thought, by a number of participants, to be a fun interactive method of 
understanding the shoe’s construction.  
 
The order of the ‘Define’ section made sense to participants, with the more important 
comfort and performance selections first followed by the aesthetic selections. 
Participants liked the information presented with the upper and outsole choices; it 
made them consider when and where they would use their running shoes more 
carefully. One participant felt they could select different options depending on what 
months of the year they would use the shoe, something they could not do with current 
footwear. More options were desired by some. Some participants believed that a 
recommendation system, as suggested in parts 1 and 2, would help to ensure the 
participant received a suitable shoe. 
 
The colour selection sub section was regarded as one of the more fun aspects of the 
system; there was, however, a consensus that a more realistic shoe model and more 
colour choices were desirable, as identified in the previous tests. Different shades of 
colours, for example, pastels appear to be a popular request. Reflective colours were 
also suggested; providing protection in low light in addition to their aesthetic appeal. 
Some participants wanted to be able to blend colours. Different aesthetic options 
would be explored once a consensus was established from a larger test sample. The 
majority of participants liked the fact that they could select colours by either using the 
left hand menu or the shoe model itself; the ‘in context’ image was also helpful.   
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A number of the participants found the ‘Random Colour’ button useful, saving them 
time and providing interesting results. Feedback on the colour guidance feature was 
mixed; some liked that it may help to produce a more satisfactory result that the user 
was less likely to regret, and that it was simple to turn off again if people did not like it. 
Other participants would not use it because they felt that it removed the personal 
touch of truly selecting their own colours.  
 
The gallery was considered a good idea; a number of the participants liked the fact 
that they could select someone else’s design and then adjust it to make it their own. 
One participant felt that it would help people make a quicker decision, however, some 
participants considered it a little difficult to locate: ‘Inspiration Gallery’ was not 
perhaps the most appropriate title. Several of the participants were discouraged by 
the gallery’s slow loading time and felt that the rating system could be more intuitive. 
 
The midsole personalisation section was considered by a number of participants to 
provide an enjoyable method of ensuring the final shoe was truly individual. 
Participants felt it may be used to commemorate special occasions e.g. birthdays, 
running events etc, increasing the owner’s attachment and potentially, as a 
consequence, the shoes’ life span. One participant believed that this feature may 
minimise the chance the shoes were stolen. There was a consensus amongst the 
participants that the current implementation required further development; the range 
of images/fonts provided were considered unsuitable and an increased range and 
more stylish items were desirable. One participant thought the concept should be 
changed to something simple and structural, more in keeping with the rest of the 
toolkit. A number of participants questioned the effectiveness of this personalisation 
noting that it would be applied to what is, traditionally, a soft area of the shoe; they 
felt it may abrade and disfigure with time and suggested more visible areas of the 
shoe, including the tongue and the heel as alternatives. Others did not realise that the 
design would be etched: if this feature was to be utilised, further development is 
essential as is better communication of the process employed to the users. 
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When considering the support offered, most of the participants did not feel that they 
needed any help when making decisions; praising the low complexity of the toolkit. 
Several participants felt that it was useful to know the information was there, 
increasing their confidence in their decisions.  
 
Experience 
Participants enjoyed using the system and several mentioned that they did not feel 
stressed or time-conscious when using the service, as anticipated from observing the 
tasks being completed. Some of the system errors outlined earlier lessened the 
experience for certain participants. Most participants thought the time required to use 
the toolkit was brief, however a few were concerned as to how long the whole process 
may taken when in a store environment, with the other aspects implemented. Others 
stated that they were not concerned about how long it would take, because they 
would like to immerse themselves in the experience to ensure the shoes were 
personalised appropriately. A number of the participants felt that they learnt 
something using the toolkit, referencing the ‘Explore’ section as a fun method of 
finding about more about their potential footwear. Others believed that information 
provided when making the upper and outsole choices and the ‘Measure’ section 
information was useful, improving their experience by reducing their insecurities 
regarding their selections. 
 
Only one of the participants could not see themselves purchasing running shoes using 
the YourStep process, due to their infrequent use of their current running shoes. If 
they were to use the service, a number of participants stressed the importance of 
interacting with the product, others stated that the price of the footwear would need 
to be suitable. These have already been identified as important in the delivery of a 
personalised running shoe service but cannot be tested at this stage.  Participants 
stated a variety of reasons as to why they would use the service, including: health 
benefits, a better understanding and enhanced fit, comfort, performance and the 
aesthetics of running shoes. 
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10.6 Conclusions 
The toolkit was believed by the majority of participants to be attractive, intuitive and 
enjoyable to use, particularly if the user followed a linear path to completion. Potential 
consumers in the scenario testing indicated that they would be interested in 
purchasing running shoes using this method. 
 
The sessions successfully identified multiple correctable issues (see Appendix T) that 
were addressed before further testing was conducted. In addition, several 
considerations for future development of the toolkit were detailed. Some of those 
frequently suggested included: 
- Personalising the questions and options to a greater degree for the different 
type of consumers  
- Improving the information for the measurements through simplification and 
presentation 
- More realistic shoe models with increased interactivity 
- A recommendation system for the comfort and performance options 
- Improvement of the gallery feature including easier accessibility 
- Revision of the midsole personalisation feature 
- Simplifying the Save and Resume function 
- Providing improved aesthetic options, potentially in volume and type. 
To implement these suggestions required a large investment of resources; it was 
essential to be sure that they were necessary. Testing with a larger sample would 
deliver a consensus as to the suitability of the prototype and potential service and 
provide a clear indication as to on which areas further development should focus.   
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11.1 Rationale  
The formative testing was used to help to prepare the prototype of the toolkit for 
future testing; errors and issues were identified and addressed and areas of possible 
further development were defined. Summative testing of a large sample of potential 
consumers was necessary in order to arrive at a conclusion as to the success of the 
prototype and its suitability as part of a footwear personalisation service. It was also 
used to prioritise the areas where further development was desirable.  
 
In addition, analysis of the profile data, the record of selections made by each 
participant when using the toolkit, could be used to further facilitate the toolkit’s 
development; detailing consumers’ running shoe preferences and highlighting the 
areas with which they were experiencing issues. 
 
11.2 Aim 
The primary aim was to test the toolkit prototype to determine its success as part of a 
potential footwear personalisation service and direct future development. Further to 
this aim, it was considered important to gain a better understanding of consumers’ 
running shoe preferences. 
 
11.2.1 Objectives  
To achieve these aims a set of objectives were identified: 
- To evaluate the usability of the toolkit 
- To evaluate the visual components and the communication of the toolkit 
- To evaluate the functionality of the toolkit 
- To evaluate the experience of using the toolkit and its suitability as part of a 
running shoe personalisation service 
- To capture the key information from the participants’ toolkit usage regarding 
running shoe preferences.  
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11.3 Method 
An internet based questionnaire was selected as the summative testing method. This 
enabled a wide audience to be reached and a large amount of data to be gathered in a 
short period of time (Robson, 2002; Wright, 2005). It also allowed participants to 
complete the questionnaire in a location of their own choice, in their own time 
(Wright, 2005; Sue and Ritter, 2007).  
 
The toolkit prototype was hosted on the internet (www.yourstep.co.uk); it remained 
virtually the same as the off-line version, the only difference was that a login screen 
with a Captcha, an automated challenge-response test, was added to protect against 
unwanted users. Potential participants were sent a link (www.yourstep.co.uk/survey) 
to an introduction website, developed using Google Sites (see Figure 11.1), that 
provided a set of instructions for completing the survey. Participants were first 
presented a diagram of the YourStep concept and then directed to the toolkit, before 
finally returning to complete the questionnaire. When using the toolkit participants 
were asked to save their profile at the end, ensuring that their profile data would be 
stored. During the session the toolkit use was monitored using web analytics (web log 
files, page tagging). Links were included at the bottom of the toolkit’s website and on 
the submit page, referring the user back to the introduction site, to maximise the 
number of users that completed the questionnaire; an error submission form was 
added so that any problems could be quickly reported. 
 
Thirty-seven statements with Likert scales were used in the questionnaire, covering 
the different objectives of the testing: usability, visual aspects and communication, 
functionality and the overall experience. Positive and negative statements were 
employed to minimise fatigue and pattern answering (Brace, 2008). Space for 
qualitative feedback was provided at the end of each section, allowing users to submit 
any important additional feedback. The questionnaire was designed with reference to 
a series of industry standard interaction surveys; examples include the System 
Usability Scale (Brooke, 1996), the Computer System Usability Questionnaire (Lewis, 
1995) and the Questionnaire for User Interface Satisfaction (Harper and Norman, 
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1993). After piloting, it was estimated that the questionnaire would take no longer 
than 10 minutes to complete; a reasonable length of time (Oppenheim, 1992). 
Analysing the data of the site traffic gathered by the web analytics, the average time 
spent by participants who visited at least three pages (to read the introduction, refer 
to the service guide and complete the questionnaire) was 9 minutes and 52 seconds. 
Appendix U contains a copy of the questionnaire. 
 
 
Figure 11.1 | The YourStep introduction and survey site 
 
11.3.1 The Sample 
Participants were strategically recruited using multiple methods: direct contact, e-mail, 
social networking sites (Facebook, 2011; Twitter, 2011), blogs and forums. Samples of 
these communications can be found in Appendix U. There was an element of snowball 
sampling; participants contacted initially would nominate further, suitable participants. 
The qualifying criteria for participating in this test was an interest in the running shoe 
personalisation; the opinion of potential consumers was of primary importance at this 
stage.  
 
As of the 24th of January 2011, 572 people had visited the introduction website; 47% 
(269) of these left before visiting the toolkit. From the remaining 303 a further 57% 
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(172) left after visiting the toolkit’s website. 131 participants, 23% of the original 572, 
completed the survey; 76 males and 55 females (see Table 11.1). Although a low 
completion rate is expected with self-administered surveys (Robson, 2002), these 
figures indicate that both the introduction site and, more importantly, the toolkit may 
require further development to encourage use. 
 
Nearly three-quarters of the participants (74.8%) that completed the questionnaire 
were between 18 and 35 years old; prior research indicates that this age range may be 
more likely to be interested in the personalisation of running shoes (see Section 7.4.5). 
Participants were drawn predominantly from the United Kingdom (76.3%) with just 
under 7% from the United States. The remaining participants came from 15 other 
countries spread over 5 different continents. 58% of the participants were based in 
higher education with 30.5% undergraduate students. Appendix V contains further 
details. 
 
AGE 
(years) Males Females TOTAL 
18-25 35 20 55 
26-35 23 20 43 
36-45 10 9 19 
46-55 6 5 11 
56-65 2 1 3 
OVERALL 76 55 131 
 
Table 11.1 | Summative testing participant details 
 
Of the 131 participants that completed the survey, 110 profiles were successfully 
created using the toolkit. A server error prevented certain profiles from saving 
correctly; as soon as this was uncovered the system was updated to avoid additional 
issues. The answers provided for the screening questions and ‘Questions’ section can 
be used to further classify the participants. Of the 110 participant profiles, 64 were 
created by males, the remaining 46 by women. 
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11.3.1.1 Running Shoe Use 
Running was the most popular primary activity that participants’ wore their running 
shoes for (see Table 11.2), followed by jogging and everyday use. Only a small number 
of males used their running shoes for walking; females used them more for walking 
than everyday use.  
 
 
PRIMARY RUNNING SHOE USE  
GROUP (%) Everyday Walking Jogging Running 
Male 28.1 7.8 28.1 35.9 
Female 17.4 28.3 26.1 28.3 
OVERALL 23.6 16.4 27.3 32.7 
 
Table 11.2 | Participants’ primary use of running shoes  
 
The majority of participants (60%) selected that they used their running shoes to run 
between 2 and 4 times a week (see Table 11.3), although, as highlighted during the 
formative tests, many of these may not run at all: 40% selected that they used their 
shoes for everyday wear and walking in the previous question. As a consequence these 
results were viewed as how many times the running shoes were used in a week. This 
assumption is supported by the answers to the following question: over half of the 
participants (51.8%) covered between 0 and 5 miles a week in their running shoes. It is 
unlikely that they run between 2 and 4 times a week; their mileage for each run would 
be very low, therefore, these participants appear to be casual runners. At this stage, an 
error was also identified with the scale for this question: participants could select that 
they run 6 – 10 miles and 10 – 25 miles. The toolkit required updating before future 
tests.  
 
 
NO. OF RUNS (per week) 
GROUP (%) 0 - 1 2 - 4 5+ 
Male 17.2 60.9 21.9 
Female 28.3 58.7 13 
OVERALL 21.8 60 18.2 
 
Table 11.3 | No. of runs completed by participants  
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DISTANCE COVERED PER WEEK (miles) 
GROUP (%) 0 - 5 6 - 10 10 - 24 25+ 
Male 48.4 34.4 9.4 7.8 
Female 56.5 26.1 13 4.3 
OVERALL 51.8 30.9 10.9 6.4 
 
Table 11.4 | Distance covered per week by participants  
 
A large percentage of the participants (57.3%) wore their running shoes, primarily, on 
the road (see Table 11.5), as opposed to the treadmill (23.6%) or trail (19.1%). As 
established during the various formative tests, the ability to select multiple surfaces 
may be desirable; however, this provides an indication of the primary surfaces 
participants use. 
 
  SURFACE SELECTION  
GROUP (%) Road Trail Treadmill 
Male 65.6 14.1 20.3 
Female 45.7 26.1 28.3 
OVERALL 57.3 19.1 23.6 
 
Table 11.5 | Surface selected by participants  
 
11.3.1.2 Screening Questions  
Of the 110 participants that created a profile, 31 had either suffered an injury in the 
past year, seen a foot specialist, worn orthotics or a combination of these. These 
participants, over 28% of the sample, may benefit from using a personalisation service. 
14 of the participants (12.7%) had worn orthotics, 12 of whom were runners and 
joggers. This is a similar percentage to those in samples detailed within previous 
research (Stuhlfaut and Sullivan, 2007; Babb, 2008); these results support the need for 
better fitting footwear, particularly for those that run. 
 
11.3.1.3 Previous Running Shoes 
Participants’ previous running shoes came from a variety of brands (see Table 11.6). 
Asics, selected by 23 participants, was the most popular, followed by Nike (19), Adidas 
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(17) and New Balance (11). The sample is not large enough to identify popular shoe 
models within these brands. When discussing the likes and dislikes of their shoes, most 
of the comments related to the footwear’s comfort and fit (see Appendix W for further 
details), emphasising its importance. Price was also mentioned by a number of 
participants, references to the aesthetics were limited. These responses demonstrate 
that the participants’ wear history is diverse; if data were collected on a larger scale, 
they would afford an insight into the strengths and weaknesses of the different brands 
and models that can be used to support the development of the product and 
selections offered by this service. 
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Male 10 12 2 1 4 5 12 1 3 3 6 5 
Female 7 11 4 0 0 6 7 0 0 4 3 4 
OVERALL 17 23 6 1 4 11 19 1 3 7 9 9 
 
Table 11.6 | Participants’ previous running shoes 
 
The sample appeared to comprise of a mix of different types of consumers, primarily 
casual runners, some perhaps with a genuine need for personalised footwear. The 
results also align with the view constructed from the previous research and studies: 
the running shoe is a multi-purpose shoe, used primarily for physical activities 
(Stuhlfaut and Sullivan, 2007; Branthwaite and Chockalingam, 2009). 
 
11.4 Data Analysis 
Data analysis of the results was conducted in line with the principles outlined in the 
methodology chapter (see Section 5.4), any additional qualitative data were coded 
using NVivo (see Section 7.3).  
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11.5 Results and Discussion 
In this section the findings from the questionnaire are detailed, after which the 
additional data gathered from the participant profiles is explored. 
11.5.1 Questionnaire  
Appendix X contains the additional comments submitted for each section of the 
questionnaire. 
11.5.1.1 Usability 
The majority of participants found the toolkit easy to use, clear and well organised (see 
Table 11.7). Most also felt comfortable using the service and disagreed with the 
statement that the service was too inconsistent to use. The comfort rating may have 
been influenced by where and when they completed the survey: testing in an in store 
environment is important to understand the impact that the consequent restrictions 
have on the consumers’ comfort. The loading times were considered good and 
participants felt it was clear when they needed to do something. Although most found 
the toolkit easy to use, a number of participants (6.9%) felt that it was not easy to 
learn to use the toolkit; the additional comments provide little information to support 
or explain this result. Participants may have experienced difficulties when trying to use 
the additional features and functions not required to complete the service, for 
example some stated that they could not find the ‘Inspiration Gallery’. This would align 
with findings from the formative testing; further exploration is required. 
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STATEMENT 
I thought the service was easy to use 0.8 0.8 5.3 51.1 42.0 
I felt comfortable using this service 0.8 2.3 8.4 51.1 37.4 
I found the sequence of screens clear and well organised 0.0 2.3 6.1 51.1 40.5 
I thought the service was too inconsistent to use 25.2 58.8 8.4 3.8 3.8 
It was clear when I needed to do something 0.8 1.5 6.9 48.9 42.0 
I found it easy to learn to use this service 0.8 6.1 6.9 42.7 43.5 
The loading times I experienced using the service were good 0.8 0.8 5.3 46.6 46.6 
 
Table 11.7 | Usability statement answers 
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11.5.1.2 Visual Aspects and Communication 
The majority of participants felt the toolkit was attractive (see Table 11.8). Although a 
large number of participants liked the colours used in the presentation nearly a 
quarter (22.8%) were unsure or disliked them. This doesn’t appear to be related to 
gender, a similar number of participants from each gender provided neutral or 
negative results. Most of those that chose the neutral statement were between 18 and 
35 years old. Increasing the sample size may provide a clearer indication as to whether 
this is a recurring issue. The majority of participants, 83.2% felt that the service made 
their progress clear. The fonts used were considered clear and legible and the 
language employed consistent. Some of the participants (11.4%) believed that the 
images were not of high quality; the additional comments show that this rating is most 
probably a consequence of the shoe models, an area already highlighted for future 
development in the formative testing. 
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STATEMENT 
It is an attractive looking service 0.8 3.8 7.6 55.7 32.1 
I liked the colours used in the presentation 0.0 5.3 17.6 55.0 22.1 
The service made my progress clear 0.8 2.3 13.7 51.1 32.1 
The font and legibility throughout the service was clear 1.5 3.1 3.8 49.6 42.0 
The images employed were of high quality 1.5 9.9 13.0 44.3 31.3 
The text employed was easy to understand 0.0 0.8 4.6 55.0 39.7 
The language employed by the service was consistent 1.5 0.0 3.1 55.7 39.7 
 
Table 11.8 | Visual Aspects and Communication statement answers 
 
11.5.1.3 Functionality 
The results for the functionality statements are presented in Table 11.9. Nearly a third 
of participants (30.5%) felt they would have liked more help with decisions: despite the 
support available with the toolkit it is clear from the comments provided that some 
participants needed to interact with someone. This help was not necessarily desired 
from a technical person e.g. a store assistant, nearly three-quarters (74.1%) of the 
participants were happy without them. Further development is required in the 
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integration of more effective peer involvement, providing easily accessible alternative 
sources of help. The current support information was considered by the majority of 
participants (73.3%) to be easy to locate; only a small percentage (3.1%) disagreed. 
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STATEMENT 
I would have liked more help with decisions 3.1 43.5 20.6 25.2 5.3 2.3 
I think I would need the support of a technical 
person to use this service 
34.4 39.7 11.5 10.7 3.1 0.8 
This service has all the functions and 
capabilities I wish for 
3.1 13 19.8 52.7 9.9 1.5 
It was easy to find the information I needed to 
make decisions 
0.8 2.3 19.8 58.8 14.5 3.8 
I am satisfied with the different type of shoe 
upper choices 
4.6 8.4 21.4 51.9 11.5 2.3 
I am satisfied with the different type of shoe 
outsole choices 
3.8 6.9 19.8 55 12.2 2.3 
The questions were easy to answer 0 1.5 6.9 67.2 22.9 1.5 
I understood why I was answering the 
questions 
0 8.4 6.1 63.4 21.4 0.8 
The 'Explore' section was easy to use 0 1.5 23.7 55.7 16.8 2.3 
The 'Explore' section was useful 0.8 1.5 29.8 52.7 13 2.3 
Colouring the shoes was an easy process 3.1 8.4 8.4 51.9 27.5 0.8 
I was able to colour the shoes as I wanted 5.3 20.6 15.3 40.5 17.6 0.8 
The colour guidance feature was useful 2.3 9.2 42.7 32.1 12.2 1.5 
I found the gallery easy to use 0 5.3 32.1 49.6 11.5 1.5 
The gallery section was useful 0 5.3 33.6 46.6 11.5 3.1 
It was easy to personalise the midsole with my 
design 
0 7.6 22.1 46.6 22.9 0.8 
I found the midsole design features useful 2.3 9.2 27.5 43.5 14.5 3.1 
 
Table 11.9 | Functionality statement answers 
 
Over a third (35.9%) of the participants were either unsure or unhappy with the 
functions and capabilities that the service provided. The additional comments revealed 
that participants desired further comfort and performance options and improved 
aesthetic options, both highlighted as areas of potential development in the formative 
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tests. On examination of the different sections, the majority of participants felt that 
they understood why they were answering the questions and found them easy to 
answer. Many of the participants were unsure as to whether the ‘Explore’ section was 
useful or easy to use; it is possible that without the context of the whole service, 
participants may have not fully understood this section. A large number of participants 
were unsure or unhappy with the upper (34.4%) and outsole choices (30.5%), some 
felt that the service did not offer them the level of functional personalisation they 
desired. From the additional comments it is clear that some participants believed this 
was the only comfort and performance personalisation available and were unaware of 
the personalised insole element of the potential product. Testing the toolkit as part of 
a complete service would, hopefully, communicate the concept more clearly. 
 
Colouring the shoes was considered an easy process by the majority of participants 
(79.4%), however a number found it a difficult (11.5%); comments show that it could 
be a more intuitive activity. 41.2% of participants could not colour the shoes as they 
would have liked to; a number seeking a more varied range of colours that could be 
applied using more flexible methods; for example, the ability to blend colours. The 
colour guidance and gallery features may require additional development, large 
percentages of participants were unsure as to whether they were useful features 
(42.7% and 33.6% respectively). This may be because they were not used by many of 
the participants but also because of the wording of the questionnaire, it was not 
obvious which features these statements referenced. Over a third (39%) of the 
participants were unsure or did not think the midsole design feature was useful, one 
stated that it was too easy to produce a bad result. Further development is required to 
refine this feature, many suggestions were made for improvement including: the 
ability to upload personal images and to apply this type of personalisation in a 
different area of the shoe. 
 
11.5.1.4 Experience 
The majority of participants were satisfied with the service (85.5%) and how long they 
needed to spend (89.3%) on the toolkit (see Table 11.10). This may be due in part to 
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the experience delivered; most felt it was an engaging (87.8%) and fun experience 
(82.5%). A large number of these participants were interested in using this service to 
purchase running shoes (68.7%) and recommending it to a friend (76.4%). For both 
statements nearly 20% of participants were unsure; this may be because there are 
elements of the service missing and, most importantly, no product, emphasising the 
importance of testing the toolkit as part of an in store concept.  
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STATEMENT 
I would be interested in using this service to purchase 
running shoes 
3.1 9.2 19.1 45 23.7 
I would recommend this service to a friend 0.8 4.6 18.3 50.4 26 
Overall, I am satisfied with this service 0.8 2.3 11.5 64.1 21.4 
This service is fun to use 0.8 1.5 15.3 52.7 29.8 
I found using this service an engaging experience 0.8 3.1 8.4 69.5 18.3 
I am satisfied with the time it took to use this service 0 0.8 9.9 61.1 28.2 
 
Table 11.10 | Experience statement answers 
 
11.5.1.5 Summary 
The results indicate that the toolkit is considered attractive, easy to use and delivers an 
enjoyable experience. Many participants appeared unclear of the functional 
personalisation offered by the service; this appears to be an issue of communication. 
Testing the toolkit as part of a service concept may remove these uncertainties and 
establish whether further comfort and performance options are required. The 
aesthetic personalisation offered requires further development; the colour selections 
need refining and the midsole section needs explaining more clearly to participants, 
both may require redesigning. The random colours, colour guidance and gallery 
features could all be displayed more clearly; some of the problems participants 
experienced with colour selection may have been avoided if they used these features. 
Despite these issues, a large percentage of the participants would be interested in 
using this service to personalise footwear. 
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11.5.2 Participant Profile Data 
This section explores the data from the participant profiles for the ‘Define’ section, the 
data captured in the previous sections of the toolkit was outlined in the sample section 
(see Section 11.3.1).  
 
11.5.2.1 Colour Selection 
Black was the most commonly selected colour for components, selected 21.3% of the 
time (see Figure 11.2), followed by white (18.1%) and grey (15.3%). This was expected: 
these colours were the only ones available for each component and, with particular 
reference to black and white, they are common colours for running shoes. After these 
colours, yellow (7.3%), blue (6.9%) and red (6.6%), were the most popular colours. 
Gold (1.1%), orange (2.5%) and pink (2.6%) were the least popular colour selections. 
These results support the theory from the studies that runners prefer more 
conservative colours for their running shoes.  
 
 
Figure 11.2 | The popularity of the different colour options 
 
White, black and grey were the only available choices for the midsole and tread 
(outsole); the traditional materials used to produce these parts limit the potential 
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colour options. Participants did not have a strong preference toward any of these 
colours for the midsole but black was more popular for the tread (see Figure 11.3); 
perhaps a more conventional colour for this component on running shoes.  
 
 
 
 
Figure 11.3 | Most popular participant colour selections for the different components 
 
Conventional colour selections appears to be a theme for the largest physical areas of 
the shoe; for the base, the primary component of the upper, white (20.9%) and black 
(20%) are the most popular selections however blue (12.7%) and red (9.1%) are also 
selected often. This indicates an interest by some participants in producing shoes with 
colour schemes not readily available amongst standard shoes. The top selections for 
the tongue and lining are similar: white, black and grey are most popular but there are 
multiple selections for, in the instance of the tongue, yellow, and lining, blue. Silver 
(14.5%) was a popular alternative to black (20.9%) for the overlay component, perhaps 
its reflective nature was a factor; increasing the user’s visibility. For the accent blue 
and yellow (14.5% each) were the most popular selections, and for the tread accent, 
red and yellow (11.8% each). Different selections to white, grey and black were 
anticipated for these components, they are small parts of the shoe used to place 
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emphasis on the design without compromising the whole appearance. For the tread 
accent and lining components large percentages of the participants did not make 
selections (20.9% and 13.6% respectively), this may be for several reasons, including:  
- They did not realise they could colour these components: the tread accent in 
particular is not easily accessed without exploring the shoe model or the left-
hand menu of the colour selection screen 
- They liked the lighter grey colour that the model came in as standard for these 
components. 
Further research is needed; the colour selection method may need to be improved to 
be more intuitive.  
 
Males left less of their colour selections blank (5.9%) than women (11.4%). White was 
the most popular colour selected by the females (21.2%) followed by black (19.6%) and 
grey (13.3%). Black was the most popular with the males (22.5%), followed by grey 
(16.8%) and then white (15.8%). Beyond these colours, there was a more even balance 
of the alternative colours selected by the females; blue was the fourth most popular 
colour (6.8%) and yellow, their tenth most popular colour was selected by 3.5%. With 
males the choices were less varied; yellow (10.0%), red (7.4%) and blue (7%), were 
much more popular than the other colours, the next most selected was orange with 
3.5% of the selections. A larger sample may provide a clearer indication of any 
differences in the gender’s colour selections.  
 
Every one of the colours provided for participants was selected on multiple occasions; 
although, as indicated in the formative testing and the results from this questionnaire, 
a greater or different range of choices may be desirable, these choices still appear to 
be appropriate. 
 
Comfort & Performance selections 
The ‘All Conditions’ upper type was selected by 63.9% of the participants (see Table 
11.11), ‘Road’ by 25.5% and ‘Performance’ by 10.9%. It is perhaps surprising that more 
did not select the ‘Road’ option, considering it is their most popular running surface. 
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Participants may have been persuaded by the versatility of the ‘All Conditions’ upper; 
as detailed in the research studies, many people like to use their shoes as multi-
purpose footwear. The lower number of ‘Performance’ selections may partly be due to 
the terminology employed; ‘Performance’ is not perhaps the most descriptive label, 
especially in comparison to the others. The majority of participants also run only short 
distances each week; purchasing shoes with an upper design primarily for running, in 
good weather, may not be financially viable or very sensible in the United Kingdom.   
 
 
UPPER CHOICE 
GROUP (%) Road All Conditions Performance 
Male 29.7 59.4 10.9 
Female 19.6 69.6 10.9 
OVERALL 25.5 63.6 10.9 
 
Table 11.11 | Participants’ upper selections 
 
The most popular outsole was the ‘Road’ type selected by 51.8% of the participants 
(see Table 11.12), followed by ‘Lightweight’ (30%) and then ‘Trail’ (18.2%). These 
results align very closely to those of the selected running surfaces, demonstrating a 
possible correlation between participants that selected the ‘Road’ outsole and those 
who run on the road, ‘Lightweight’ and the treadmills and ‘Trail’ and trails. Only one of 
these questions may be required, or instead a recommendation system, as suggested 
in the formative testing, could be employed to ensure users that select a certain 
running surface are recommended the appropriate outsole, whilst allowing the 
flexibility if they would like to select a different option.  
 
 
OUTSOLE CHOICE 
GROUP (%) Road Lightweight Trail 
Male 57.8 28.1 14.1 
Female 43.5 32.6 23.9 
OVERALL 51.8 30.0 18.2 
 
Table 11.12 | Participants’ outsole selections 
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Midsole Personalisation Section 
These results support the conclusion from the formative testing that this section may 
require redevelopment. It appears that 23.6% decided not to explore this section and 
skipped to the submit stage while nearly a third of the participants (31.8%), after 
entering this section, decided not to submit a midsole personalisation design (see 
Table 11.13). Many of the participants that used the section selected either an image 
or text but rarely both. With the three categories of designs separated under different 
tabs many participants did not appear to realise that they could place more than one 
item on the shoe. The font style options were unused by over three quarters of the 
participants (76.4%). The results combined with those of the questionnaire support the 
need for clearer communication of the capabilities and how to use this section. It is 
also possible that the participants did not use parts or all of the section because the 
options provided were not appropriate. As detailed in the previous chapter, this was 
anticipated, many of the options available were inserted to provide an idea of the 
feature’s capabilities; further research is required to establish suitable options. 
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Male 29.7 73.4 57.8 59.4 25.0 32.8 
Female 23.9 80.4 69.6 50.0 21.7 30.4 
OVERALL 27.3 76.4 62.7 55.5 23.6 31.8 
 
Table 11.13 | Unutilised features within the personalisation section 
 
Time Taken 
The results from the web analytics service show that the average time spent by those 
who did not immediately leave the toolkit site, and visited at least two pages (the login 
screen and the main toolkit), was just below ten minutes (9:56). Although not all of the 
participants may have completed the service, it suggests that the time required to use 
the toolkit fits with the consumer preferences outlined in previous research. 
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11.5.2.2 Summary 
The information from the participant profiles served many purposes. The need for 
personalisation and a desire for, primarily, conservative colours for running shoes were 
supported. The time taken by those that completed profiles suggested the toolkit 
could be completed in a suitable time period as part of an in store service; however 
other issues with the toolkit were highlighted, in particular the midsole personalisation 
section. The participants’ running shoe preferences were clearly defined; facilitating an 
understanding of potential customers’ needs is essential for a successful 
personalisation service (Piller et al., 2004). This would enable a provider implementing 
this service to react quickly to meet changing demands. 
 
11.5.3 Limitations 
The homogeneity of the sample means findings should not be taken as a 
representative of the whole market, instead they provide a useful insight of a select 
group of users’ opinions of the YourStep toolkit. There is no method of establishing the 
identity of those who visited the website and did not complete the survey and reasons 
why. The number of participants, 131, does however allow for a strong indication as to 
the success of the toolkit and, to a lesser extent, service concept. 
 
No help guide was provided to using the toolkit, to check whether the toolkit could be 
used without external support; as a consequence some participants may have 
struggled to locate certain aspects of the toolkit, resulting in increased percentages of 
neutral selections. This, in itself, is a useful indication that certain aspects of the toolkit 
could be more user-friendly. 
 
Some of the questionnaire statements were unclear; participants’ additional 
comments highlighted a number of these issues, for example, several participants 
were unclear on what the colour guidance and gallery features were. In certain 
instances footwear terminology, e.g. midsole, upper, outsole, was also employed 
without explanation, perhaps contributing to the number of participants selecting 
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unsure as an option. Clearer wording, explanations and more thorough piloting will 
avoid these issues in the future.  
 
The toolkit only provides a simulation of part of a running shoe personalisation service; 
participants’ approach to the personalisation process may have been more relaxed 
than if they were committed to making a purchase (Yessin, 2008). 
 
11.6 Conclusion 
The level of interest for using the YourStep service was high and the test results were 
largely positive with regards to the usability, visual aspects and experience; the 
participants finding the toolkit well organised, attractive, consistent, and easy to use, 
lending to an enjoyable, engaging experience. The results were more mixed for the 
functionality aspects; participants were unsure about some of the features and desired 
improved comfort, performance and aesthetic selections. This concurs with findings 
from the formative testing and further development is necessary.  
 
The users’ running shoe preferences were successfully captured by the profile data; if 
the service were implemented this information would allow the provider to react 
quickly to their consumers’ demands. Some of the issues uncovered during the 
formative testing, e.g. issues with the midsole and the colour selection process, were 
also affirmed by this data. 
 
Testing in an in store environment, as part of a service, would provide a more accurate 
reflection of the suitability of the toolkit; some consumers found it hard to provide an 
opinion on functions taken out of context. This will also provide a better indication of 
how comfortable the participants feel using the toolkit and the additional help they 
require.  
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12.1 Introduction   
The aim of this research was to specify and develop a service that is capable of 
delivering personalisable running shoes with mass appeal. Before any research studies 
could commence, a review of the three key topic areas was conducted; 
personalisation, running shoes and consumer experience. It was established that, to 
implement a personalisation service effectively, a provider must understand the target 
consumers’ needs and deliver the correct type and level of choice in a desirable format 
at a competitive price, whilst operating within their own supply-chain limitations. 
Staging an appropriate, enjoyable experience will maximise the service’s appeal, 
differentiating it from others and potentially enabling the provider to charge a 
premium. Experience design guidelines were consulted and the importance of 
supporting the consumer in their decision-making and engaging their appropriate 
senses, e.g. touch, were also identified as important. 
 
Running shoes were defined as the largest selling type of sports footwear used 
primarily for running as well as for multiple other, largely,  physical activities.  The 
consumers’ relationship with running shoes was explored: runners valued the 
functional characteristics, i.e. the comfort and performance, of their shoes as more 
important than the aesthetics and other aspects and many experienced difficulties 
finding standard footwear that met their requirements, seeking after-sale options, e.g. 
orthotics, to satisfy their needs. Current footwear personalisation services were 
reviewed and it was established that they did not offer the options required to meet 
this potential demand for better fitting and performing running shoes, instead focusing 
on aesthetic options for low performance footwear. There appeared to be an 
opportunity to develop a running shoe personalisation service offering functional 
enhancements when compared to standard footwear. Implementing this service 
effectively offered many potential benefits including reduced injury risk for consumers 
and, for the provider, increased loyalty and valuable market research. Very limited 
data were available in particular areas, e.g. consumers’ relationships with running 
shoes and their opinion on current footwear personalisation options, so, before a 
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service specification could be detailed, further research was required. A set of research 
objectives were defined to address these issues:  
- To explore how consumers purchase their running shoes 
- To establish what influences them when buying running shoes 
- To identify what they use their running shoes for 
- To understand participants’ knowledge and attitude toward current footwear 
personalisation. 
A set of studies were planned to gather the data required for these research objectives 
(see Table 12.1). Data were elicited primarily from runners; running shoes are designed 
to run in. However, with running shoes used for multiple activities (Stuhlfaut and 
Sullivan, 2007) some samples contained non-runners, ensuring that they were 
considered during the service development stage. In the following sections, the 
contributions of the different studies, with respect to these objectives, the research 
methodology and the success with which the aim was addressed are evaluated. Next 
key points of discussion are reviewed before, in conclusion to this chapter, the 
contributions to knowledge and recommendations for future research are outlined. 
 
STUDY SAMPLE TYPE 
No. of 
sessions 
Total no. of 
participants 
EXPLORATORY STUDY – Focus Group running shoe owners 1 6 
M
A
IN
 S
T
U
D
Y
 
Focus groups runners/non-runners 4 20 
Questionnaires runners 1 42 
Semi-structured interviews specialist running store staff 4 4 
Semi-structured interviews  specialist running store customers 1 4 
Online questionnaire anyone that owns running shoes 1 48 
Current personalisation store visits NikeiD, Mi Adidas services  2 N/A 
 
Table 12.1 | Details of the research studies completed 
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12.2 Objective 1: Exploring How Consumers Purchase Their 
Running Shoes 
To enable the specification of a suitable running shoe personalisation experience it 
was important to understand how consumers purchase their running shoes. Limited 
information was found regarding the methods employed and the reasons why they 
purchase in certain locations. A mixture of flexible and fixed research studies was 
utilised to capture this necessary information including questionnaires to identify the 
different methods and focus groups and interviews to provide further information as 
to why consumers use these methods.  
 
In the findings from the questionnaire specialist running stores were defined as the 
most popular purchase location for runners; concurring with prior studies (Stuhlfaut 
and Sullivan, 2007). Desirable aspects of the specialist running store service were 
established from the focus groups and interviews; the advice offered, the welcoming 
environment and the ability to try the shoes on. The provision of these aspects was 
considered essential to the delivery of an effective running shoe personalisation 
experience. Interviews with the staff at these stores revealed information the author 
could not find in the literature: they did not receive standardised training and often 
their recommendations came from personal insights. Whilst the staff input is 
potentially valuable, it was important that advice delivered by any potential service 
was well researched and consistent, ensuring the consumer receives appropriate 
footwear and minimises injury risk. The internet was also identified as a popular 
purchase location in the questionnaire, supporting data from previous research 
(Mintel Marketing Intelligence, 2008); those in the focus group felt that for people who 
knew what they wanted to purchase, it was convenient. This convenience meant that 
the internet may be considered for any footwear personalisation beyond establishing 
the appropriate fit and even to re-order personalised running shoes. The desired 
characteristics of a purchase experience were also explored, for example, the length of 
time participants spend buying shoes and their preferred footwear price. Many 
participants, particularly runners, stated that they were happy to pay a premium when 
they perceived a benefit in the product or service. This underlined the importance of 
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delivering an experience tailored to meet consumer needs, as defined in the literature 
(Pine and Gilmore, 1998).  
 
The use of mixed qualitative and quantitative methods enabled the successful capture 
of information concerning how consumers purchased their running shoes. These data 
supported the literature in the definition of key factors of the YourStep personalisation 
service purchase experience: it was to be based in a welcoming store environment 
where consumers could familiarise themselves with the products and receive 
consistent, considered advice. The experience would be tailored to appeal to frequent 
runners who currently visit specialist stores, the primary target consumer. Other 
characteristics were also defined, for example, the amount of time consumers would 
spend using the service and the target prices for running shoes offered. The results 
from the testing of the YourStep toolkit indicate that the general running shoe 
personalisation concept is appealing to many participants. 
 
12.3 Objective 2: Establishing the Influences on Consumers when 
Purchasing Running Shoes 
An understanding of what the consumer looks for, and how they are influenced, when 
purchasing running shoes was necessary to enable the focus of the service to be 
established. In the literature, functional requirements were defined as the primary 
influence on running shoe purchase (Collazzo, 1988; Marti, 1989; Stuhlfaut and 
Sullivan, 2007; Schubert et al., 2011) however, the information available was limited 
and, in many instances, dated so further research was desirable. This required data 
were elicited from the focus groups, interviews, questionnaires and store visits.  
 
The questionnaire participants, primarily regular runners, agreed with those in the 
literature, the functional aspects of running shoes: comfort, support and injury 
prevention were of primary importance; this sentiment was also supported by those 
runners in the focus groups, further increasing its validity.  These findings confirmed 
that the primary focus of the service should be the provision of shoes that fitted and 
performed as the consumer desires. Many questionnaire participants also experienced 
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difficulties purchasing shoes that met their functional requirements, in particular the 
fit; this supported the hypothesis drawn from the literature review that there was a 
potential need for such a service (Stuhlfaut and Sullivan, 2007; Babb, 2008). Price was 
an influence for many consumers; in the focus group, the non-runners stated that, 
when purchasing running shoes, they would often set a price limit before considering 
any other aspects of the shoe. It was important that, to encourage custom, the 
product offered by the service was perceived as good value for money; ensuring that 
each shoe was unique was one method of achieving this, as outlined in both the 
literature (Giebelhausen and Lawson, 2010; Merle et al., 2010) and the focus groups. 
 
The aesthetics of the running shoes were not considered of great importance by most 
of the questionnaire participants, concurring with the literature; however, data from 
the focus groups, personality profiling and attitudinal scaling exercises provided 
evidence that the running shoes’ appearance influenced participants’ assessment of 
the functional capabilities, building upon a theory defined in previous research (Crilly 
et al., 2004).  As a consequence, the product offered by the service needs to look 
comfortable, durable and practical. It was desirable that a personalisation service 
provided some level of aesthetic choice: focus group participants felt that the 
footwear’s colour had an influence on how they assessed them. It was important that 
making any aesthetic choices was a simple process to minimise runners’ frustration; 
many were uninterested in such selections. Questionnaire participants would consider 
a wide range of colours when purchasing running shoes, primarily, conservative, e.g. 
blue, white, red and black.  
 
In both the focus groups and questionnaire, the advice of staff in specialist running 
stores was highlighted as essential to participants when purchasing running shoes 
whilst friends and family were often also consulted, supporting findings from the 
limited data (Stuhlfaut and Sullivan, 2007). It was, therefore, important that 
participants using a running shoe personalisation service could consult staff and 
receive input from others. The interview participants disclosed that being in a 
comfortable environment made them feel relaxed and encouraged them to stay 
longer. The visits to the specialist running stores and current personalisation services 
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provided specific indications of how to deliver such an experience, for example, 
through ensuring the customer is empowered and the centre of all decisions and a 
strong consistent theme is employed. This correlated with guidelines available on 
experience design (Forlizzi, 1997; Pine and Gilmore, 1998) and provided industry-
specific examples of how to execute them. 
 
The influences on purchase were investigated and the primary focus of the service was 
established as offering a unique functional shoe that delivered improved comfort and 
performance when compared to standard equivalent running shoes. A product 
concept was subsequently developed meet these requirements; its success is explored 
later in this chapter. Data gathered from this objective also provided suggestions of 
how to stage an appropriate personalisation experience. These were followed when 
developing the YourStep toolkit; results from the testing indicated that they 
successfully contributed to an enjoyable personalisation experience. 
 
12.4 Objective 3: Identifying What Participants Use Their Running 
Shoes For 
It was important to establish the various activities that running shoes were used for 
and the reasons why they were used; assisting the development of a service where all 
potential consumers have been considered. In the previous research, running shoes 
were defined as a multi-purpose shoe for many, with running the most popular activity 
(Stuhlfaut and Sullivan, 2007; Branthwaite and Chockalingam, 2009); however, this 
was derived from minimal sources so further data were required. The online 
questionnaire, conducted with a sample of people who owned running shoes, was 
used to help establish primary uses, while the focus groups were employed in an 
attempt to understand why consumers use running shoes as they do, an issue the 
author could find not information for. 
 
The results concurred with those of the previous research, running shoes were defined 
as multi-purpose footwear used for functional activities, with running the most 
popular activity. The reasons as to why participants used running shoes for multiple 
CHAPTER 12 | DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS 
363 
activities included: the prohibitive cost, convenience and lack of awareness of shoe 
suitability. Participants often used running shoes for unsuitable activities e.g. racquet 
sports, potentially increasing their injury risk. 
 
The information from this objective underlined the importance of producing a 
personalisation service where consumers were appropriately guided and informed to 
minimise the possibility that they receive inappropriate footwear for their desired use 
or, subsequently, that they utilise their footwear inappropriately. When developing 
the YourStep service a procedural navigation system was implemented; users were 
required to complete each necessary part of the service, ensuring the resultant 
footwear was appropriate. In addition, information was available that allowed users to 
make confident, informed purchase and usage decisions. Feedback from testing of the 
toolkit suggested that these aspects were largely successfully implemented; many 
participants believed that they learnt about their running shoe use when using the 
toolkit. Some additional comments highlighted areas of potential future development, 
for example, some non-runners felt that the content of the questions was 
inappropriate for their running shoe usage. The further development of toolkit, to 
address such issues, is discussed later in this chapter.  
 
12.5 Objective 4: Understanding Participants’ Knowledge and 
Attitude toward Current Footwear Personalisation 
An understanding of consumers’ knowledge and attitudes toward current 
personalisation services would facilitate the development of a service better focused 
on consumer requirements whilst building on the positive aspects of the current 
services. Perhaps unsurprisingly, given that footwear personalisation is in its relative 
infancy, limited feedback was found on the current services. Comparison of the current 
services with consumer needs in running shoes demonstrates that they do not appear 
to offer the desired options, focusing instead on aesthetic options. A range of studies 
were utilised to investigate the validity of this hypothesis: the questionnaire, to 
ascertain participants’ level of interest in personalisation, focus groups and store visits, 
to understand attitudes toward personalisation and an online questionnaire to explore 
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attitudes toward NikeiD, the personalisation service that provides the greatest choice 
of personalised running shoes in the United Kingdom. 
 
There was a low level of interest in current personalisation services amongst 
participants in the focus group and online questionnaire; many felt that they did not 
offer value for money and that primarily aesthetic personalisation was inappropriate 
for running shoes. Instead, the analysis of the findings from the questionnaire and 
focus groups showed a strong interest in the personalisation of the functional aspects 
of running shoes; these results supported the desire for a service that offered comfort 
and performance personalisation of footwear. A number of the online questionnaire 
participants felt that the NikeiD toolkit did not provide enough information about the 
different shoes and their suitability, leaving them insecure when making decisions. It 
was important that the personalisation service provided an appropriate level of 
information to allow consumers to make confident decisions. Visits to the current 
NikeiD and Mi Adidas in store services confirmed why some participants felt that the 
current services’ choices were inadequate for running shoes and also provided insights 
as to how to stage an effective experience for a personalisation service.  
 
These findings were essential in defining both the product and service concepts, 
exploring consumer attitude toward running shoe personalisation to a level the author 
could not find in the literature. The resultant information helped to establish the type 
and level of choices provided to the consumer and how they would interact with the 
service, avoiding, what were perceived as, the unsuccessful aspects of the current 
services and building upon the successful ones. The results from the testing 
demonstrated that the derived personalisation method was easy and enjoyable to use 
and the related concept was appealing to many participants. To assess the product and 
service fully, implementation of the full service concept is necessary. 
 
12.6 Specifying and Developing the Service 
The studies undertaken facilitated the successful fulfilment of the research objectives 
and, as a consequence, the main aim of this research: to specify and develop a service 
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that is capable of delivering personalisable running shoes with mass appeal, could be 
addressed.  
 
A product specification was derived from the research, to assist definition of the 
service requirements, after which the service was specified, successfully completing 
the first part of the research aim. Key points in the specifications derived from the 
studies included: 
- The necessity for the shoes to look functional 
- The shoe design providing good comfort and support to the consumer 
- The shoe should provide perceivable benefits when compared with equivalent 
standard footwear 
- Primarily, the service should be carried out within an in store environment 
- The store environment must be conducive to consumers utilising the service 
- Consumers should be allowed a suitable time frame with which to complete 
the service  
- The retail staff must all receive suitable training. 
Next, the findings from the research objectives, along with the relevant previous 
research were used to devise a set of personas, representing the target users of the 
service, removing the inclination to design for everyone (Grudin and Pruitt, 2002). The 
different persona’s running shoe purchase methods were outlined and a primary 
persona was selected, to further focus the development process. 
 
At this stage the decision was made to pursue the development of the toolkit element 
of the service, the computer based system that allows consumers to make their 
selections and configure their footwear; at this stage development of the other aspects 
were not pragmatic, appropriate or feasible within the framework of the E2HS project. 
A service blueprint and product concept were developed from the specifications to 
enable definition of the toolkit’s main structure and content. Research from other 
parts of the E2HS project was also consulted (work packages 1 to 3: additive 
manufacturing; work package 7: biomechanics and anthropometry) to ensure feasible 
concepts were derived that aligned with the work being conducted in the rest of the 
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project. To develop a toolkit which offered an enjoyable, effective experience to the 
consumer, additional functionality was identified to satisfy the previously identified 
requirements from the service specification. Interaction design guidelines were 
consulted and a specification for the toolkit was generated. 
 
In developing the toolkit, an iterative process was followed, employing both functional 
and aesthetic prototypes, with informal testing employed throughout. There were 
certain limitations to the toolkit development, a consequence of the working with an 
external programmer on a short timeframe; some of the visual quality and 
development of the service’s aesthetic choices were sacrificed to allow for completion 
of a prototype with all the desired functionality. In these instances the requirements of 
the toolkit specification may not have been fully met, for example, the specification 
states that ‘An effective product preview should be provided for aesthetic selections’; 
an effort was made to lay out the aesthetic selections appropriately and provide the 
desired functionality, however, a photo-realistic shoe preview was not produced. This 
would have been preferable. Further development work regarding this requirement is 
detailed in the recommendations for future work. 
 
Once a prototype had been developed, with minimal detectable errors, it was 
subjected to formative testing by multiple methods, conducted sequentially. Heuristic 
evaluation was employed to identify issues with the usability and visual aspects of the 
toolkit; expert testing to gather feedback from those in disciplines relevant to the 
toolkit’s development and scenario testing, with potential consumers in a controlled 
environment, to assess the full functionality of the toolkit and identify problem areas. 
Several issues and errors were identified; updates were applied where possible and 
recommendations for future development were defined; not all changes desired, for 
example, improving the realism of the digital shoe models, could be implemented with 
the resources and time available for this research. Other potential areas of 
development, e.g. improving the clarity of the terminology or modifying the navigation 
system required further testing to establish their validity.  Finally, the toolkit’s 
suitability, as part of a service capable of delivering personalisable running shoes, was 
evaluated through summative testing by a sample of 131 participants with an interest 
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in running shoe personalisation. These participants were asked to use the toolkit as 
they would if they were purchasing the footwear; completing and saving at the end. 
After this they answered a series of Likert scale statements, employed to solicit 
feedback on the usability, visual aspects, functionality and experience of the toolkit. 
The toolkit was considered attractive and easy to use, delivering an enjoyable 
experience and, importantly, approximately three-quarters of participants were 
interested, or felt that friends would be interested in using this service to purchase 
running shoes. Certain aspects of each area were thought to require further 
development, in particular the functionality; these are explored later in this chapter. 
 
12.7 Methodological Considerations  
The use of a mix of flexible and fixed research methods enabled the capture of a large 
volume of data and ensured the time available within the scope of the project was 
utilised appropriately. The rigour of findings was increased through the 
implementation of triangulation across and within studies. The application of 
grounded theory (Glaser and Strauss, 1967) helped to ensure that the flexible studies 
delivered valuable data; the focus groups in particular provided a clear set of theories 
upon which the subsequent research could be built. In most instances data were 
gathered until the saturation point was reached; for example, the interviews and 
observation of staff at specialist stores revealed similar findings and in each case, 
further data collection was unnecessary. The one exception was the interviews with 
customers; further interviews from multiple stores would have been desirable. This 
was not, however, a major issue as the necessary data were also gathered using the 
focus groups. The process of coding the data was successful, helped to identify the 
significant data in a structured, traceable manner.    
 
The exploratory study served its purpose; capturing data of a suitable depth for each 
of the research objectives in a short period of time. It provided an indication of the key 
points of interest in the subject areas and enabled further, more productive research 
to be conducted. The focus groups and interviews were particularly effective in 
capturing the depth of information required regarding the detail of consumers’ 
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relationships with running shoes. The findings from the questionnaires supported the 
data gathered from previous research and provided their own insights. More 
generalisable information from a larger sample may have been advantageous; 
however, this would have provided minimal benefits with regards to specifying a 
service and was not pragmatic within the timescale of the project. The different 
research methods enabled the gathering of an appropriate level of detail regarding the 
intrinsic influences on running shoe purchase. Upon reflection, the interviews and 
store visits may have been more effectively prepared to gather extra information on 
extrinsic influences, in particular relating to how the environment impacts on the 
consumers’ purchase decisions. Although additional data would have been desirable, 
as the environment was not developed subsequent recommendations would not have 
been implemented within the scope of this research. Despite all studies being piloted 
to identify potential issues, there were a few issues with the clarity of statements in 
the scales that appeared in the final studies; however, their impact was considered 
minimal. The limitations of the hosting service impacted upon the quality and volume 
of the online questionnaire results. Participants were not required to provide 
qualitative feedback to support their answers and all of the questions included were 
also quite general, e.g. establishing the ease of use and whether the price of the shoes 
was acceptable. To explore these issues in greater detail would be desirable in order to 
understand specific reasons why the NikeiD service is easy to use and what the 
appropriate level of choice for the different aspects of the shoe is. Most of these issues 
were addressed to some degree in the literature review and the use of the other 
research methods. It would have been useful to establish opinion for other pertinent 
services too; however, it was anticipated that the effort required would have derived 
negligible benefit. The online questionnaire was still, however, the largest sample of 
participants that the author could find who have assessed a current footwear 
personalisation service. 
 
At the outset of the toolkit development it was intended that participatory design, 
with potential users, be carried out at several points throughout the process. Working 
with an externally hired computer programmer to implement the toolkit, with a fixed 
deadline, meant that this was not feasible. In this instance, some of the issues 
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participants experienced during testing, for example, with certain functions and the 
options available, may have been avoided. As an alternative, formative testing was 
conducted with potential users as early in the process as possible, involving them 
before the toolkit design was finalised.  
 
A number of the issues identified in the formative testing may have been investigated 
more thoroughly during the summative testing to deliver a consensus, for example, 
terminology used in the information of the ‘Measure’ section was considered by a 
number of participants as unclear. In the summative testing a Likert statement was 
employed to check whether the toolkit’s text was easy to understand, however, many 
participants did not consult the measurement information when using the toolkit so 
this did not factor in their judgement. Directing participants to different parts of the 
toolkit to check specific elements was not appropriate: it would increase the 
complexity of the session, potentially discouraging some participants and alter their 
experience, preventing them from using the toolkit as they would in a purchasing 
situation. This may impact upon their opinion as to whether they would use the service 
or not. Instead additional future task-orientated testing concentrating on these issues 
may be more suitable. There were also certain instances where the terminology 
employed in Likert statements for both the formative and summative testing may not 
have been understood, for example, upper and outsole. This lack of clarity may have 
prevented participants from submitting a rating for an element of the service which 
they had experienced. For future testing additional piloting with a suitable sample 
would help to ensure all statements are understood. 
 
An overriding issue with the formative and summative testing was that many of the 
participants appeared to find it difficult to fully understand the toolkit and its 
functionality without the context of the whole service.  A diagram of the concept was 
shown to try and minimise this issue; this may not have provided a suitable depth of 
information or participants may have not studied it closely. Without this context 
certain elements of the toolkit are perhaps difficult to understand, for example, with 
no measurements taken and a demonstration shoe not prepared would the user 
comprehend the purpose of the ‘Measure’ and ‘Explore’ section? This highlights the 
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need for consumers to experience the whole service concept, before a true judgement 
can be made as to its suitability. If further testing of the toolkit without the other 
elements is required, it may be updated in an attempt to communicate the service 
concept more clearly. For example, in the ‘Measure’ section, information may be 
automatically displayed regarding the measurement process, in place of the current 
‘Measurements in progress’ screen (see Figure 12.1). The challenge will be to present a 
level of information which does not lessen the experience and deter the users. 
 
 
Figure 12.1 | A possible method of explaining the measurement process more clearly during testing 
 
 
The author believes that the established levels of interest in this personalisation 
concept are more valid than the interest established in general footwear 
personalisation by Piller (2002) which was based upon hypothetical concepts used to 
demonstrate how a personalisation service might function, tested with a convenience 
sample. Demonstrated in the results from this research is a high level of interest in a 
specific concept concentrating on running shoe personalisation, derived after a suite of 
targeted research activities, tested with a strategic sample.  
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12.7.1 Sampling 
There was a bias towards younger participants (18 to 35 years old) in the focus groups, 
semi-structured interviews with customers and online questionnaire; research 
indicated that these age groups might be the most suited to footwear personalisation 
(Yessin, 2008; Nordin, 2011) and the most interested in adopting new digital 
technology (Piller, 2002; Madden, 2010). Conducting research with samples of 
different age groups would be useful to check the validity of the results. The same 
could be said for a sample of participants with different income levels; many of those 
involved in this research were based in higher education and therefore not earning a 
wage. This was a consequence of the time restrictions placed on collecting a large 
amount of data. The recruitment of at least 30 participants for each of the quantitative 
data collection methods allowed casual comparison of the data (Robson, 2002) 
enabling the author to search for differences in the results amongst certain groups 
(age/gender/type of runner); however, as mentioned previously, larger samples would 
have been desirable, to allow generalisable conclusions to be made. For example, 
although a potential interest and need in sports footwear personalisation in terms of 
comfort and performance was already established by various studies (Piller, 2002; 
Franke and Shah, 2003; Stuhlfaut and Sullivan; 2007), nothing had been derived that 
focused on running shoes and the specific type of personalisation that participants 
were interested in; a larger sample would have allowed for more confident conclusions 
to be drawn regarding the specific area of interest.  
 
The service concept has been developed with reference to, primarily, consumers from 
the United Kingdom although data were gathered from other countries, most notably, 
the United States. Although runners appear to be a homogeneous group, with regards 
to their interests in running shoes (Collazzo, 1988; Marti, 1989; Stuhlfaut and Sullivan, 
2007; Schubert et al., 2011) additional research and testing would be required to 
determine the adjustments required to introduce such a concept in different countries. 
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12.8 The Impact of the Elite to High Street Project on the Research 
Without the E2HS project the service and product concepts may have been very 
different and as a consequence so may have the resultant toolkit. The research 
referenced from different work packages has, as with this research, been conducted to 
address what the relevant researchers perceive as a gap in the knowledge in their 
areas; additive manufacturing (work packages 1 to 3) and biomechanics and 
anthropometry (work package 7). In the author’s opinion this knowledge has enabled 
the development of a more robust and feasible concept than would have been 
possible otherwise. There was the potential that the project would constrain the 
author’s ideas during the concept development stage: on the contrary, understanding 
additive manufacturing allowed the author to consider ideas not previously feasible or 
practical with traditional shoe production methods. The result is an innovative concept 
which improves its chances of success (Berger and Piller, 2003).  
 
The research from other work packages was consulted after the service specification 
had been derived, to enable a suitable concept to be developed. Therefore if, for 
example, additive manufacturing was found to be an unsuitable method for producing 
personalised footwear, the findings from the specification would still be applicable for 
the development of a running shoe personalisation service. 
 
Conducting this work as part of the E2HS project did dictate the element of the service 
that was developed; with work in progress in the different work packages, the toolkit 
was left as the most practical aspect to define. It was clear from an early stage, 
however, that producing the whole service was not feasible; the toolkit is at the heart 
of most personalisation services and provided an aspect with a large scope for 
evaluation. In addition, to realise the toolkit, the other components of the service 
needed to be considered so that the toolkit would not stand alone as a discrete 
element. In summary, the E2HS project provided the opportunity to research an area 
of interest without unnecessarily constraining the result. 
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12.9 Additional Areas of Discussion 
12.9.1 Footwear Perception 
The appearance of running shoes was not considered important by the vast majority of 
those in both the literature (Marti, 1989; Mintel Marketing Intelligence, 2007; 
Stuhlfaut and Sullivan, 2007) and the research conducted. Evidence from the 
personality profiling and attitudinal scaling exercises conducted in the various focus 
groups however showed that the shoes’ appearance played a key role in participants’ 
perception of their functionality; supporting a hypothesis derived from the literature 
(Crilly et al., 2004). At this stage it may have been appropriate to conduct further 
research into how these perceptions are formed to understand how to design shoes 
that communicate the appropriate functional qualities to the target audience. The 
focus was instead on developing a product concept that was capable of delivering the 
required functional properties to the consumer; this allowed us to define the toolkit, 
the most important aspect to this research. The aesthetics of the final concept were 
rudimentary as physical concepts could not, at that stage, be produced. When 
developing the shoe concept further, research on its appearance is critical; a shoe may 
deliver all the comfort and performance needs a consumer requires, however, if it 
does not communicate this it is unlikely the consumer will be interested. Additive 
manufacturing, offering an ability to produce complex geometries on a singular scale 
(Hague et al., 2003) provides the possibility of tailoring appearances to match different 
consumer perceptions.  
 
12.9.2 Educating and Informing the Consumer 
The results from the summative testing show that the participants considered the 
toolkit easy to use and understand and, consequently, many would be interested in 
using a service based around this concept. However, observation of the participants 
involved in the scenario part of the formative testing revealed that many did not 
consult any support information, so the question may be raised as to how many 
participants actually understood the process and the service? Is it an issue if they did 
not?  
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The most important requirement of the service was to deliver personalisable running 
shoes with mass appeal; by following the defined process, with or without consulting 
additional information, the participants will receive footwear tailored to their comfort, 
performance and aesthetic preferences, fulfilling this requirement. The testing has 
demonstrated that participants can complete the service without external 
consultation.  For those with an interest, additional information is available to explain 
why they are following this process. It is important that this extra information is not 
present as standard in the data collection space; it may make the experience more 
complex and intimidate some consumers. There was an indication from the research 
studies that those who do not seek advice when purchasing their footwear may be 
more likely to use their footwear inappropriately; to discourage these potential 
customers would be to miss an opportunity to improve their running shoe use. One 
potential method of accommodating consumers with different levels of interest and 
expertise is a more adaptive toolkit where the content is tailored depending on users’ 
answers to the questions. For example, a user identified as a frequent runner may be 
given more information on how the process provides them with a suitable running 
shoe, whereas somebody who uses the shoes predominately for everyday wear 
receives more basic, easy to understand, information required to complete the 
process. 
 
The prospect of educating the consumer was raised during the research, as a 
consequence of what the author perceived as inappropriate use of running shoes, with 
participants using them for a range of activities, potentially increasing their injury risk. 
It was not considered a requirement for the service but the possibility of increasing 
consumers’ awareness regarding their shoe selection was desirable. When participants 
were asked during the scenario testing whether they felt that they had learnt anything, 
10 of the 16 respondents felt they. They cited the ‘Explore’ section, information 
provided in the outsole choices and the ‘Measure’ information as useful.  
 
Testing of the whole service concept will provide a better insight into consumers’ 
willingness to learn. When using the service participants would have to wait while a 
demonstration shoe is prepared, at this stage they may want to use the ‘Explore’ 
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section to pass the time and inadvertently learn something. Currently this wait is 
simulated and so many participants did not read the information, knowing that they 
could just skip the section. The presence of a shoe to try on and measurements being 
taken may also stimulate their interest in the process. It is most important that 
participants’ receive footwear that better suits their needs; if, in addition, some learn 
something and understand how this is achieved, this cannot be a bad thing. 
 
This service cannot, however, single-handedly address the issue of inappropriate 
running shoe use; people’s perception of what running shoes are suitable for needs to 
be changed. One way of addressing this is by altering the way standard running shoes 
are advertised and sold. There are positive signs, some of the large sportswear 
companies, for example, Nike, as detailed in a previous chapter (see Section 4.4), 
provide running shoe finders online that help users to identify appropriate footwear. 
Cost is another major reason as to why consumers use running shoes inappropriately. 
Technologies such as additive manufacturing offer the potential, as well as enabling 
the production of individual footwear, to reduce their cost by removing the need for 
stock and minimising waste (Hopkinson et al., 2006). In the future it is hoped that this 
makes the footwear market more accessible and means that consumers are able to 
afford different footwear, potentially all tailored to their feet, for different activities.   
 
12.9.3 Establishing the Key Characteristics of the Service  
To maximise a personalisation service’s chance of success it is essential that it is built 
around the target consumer and their requirements (Piller et al., 2004; Franke et al., 
2009). To ensure the consumer was understood, relevant research was consulted and 
additional studies were conducted. This led to the definition of a suitable service 
specification. After this stage, however, many of the decisions taken regarding the 
choices to offer and the methods with which they were presented were established 
without consulting the potential consumers. The consumers were not formally 
involved in the development process until relatively late; it is common, however, with 
many companies to introduce programs on the internet at a later stage of 
development to assess their suitability. Google Labs (Google, 2011) is one example, 
376 
allowing people to try and subsequently rate a range of different programmes before 
they are officially released.  The YourStep service was developed to offer what the 
consumer desired: an enjoyable experience where they could produce a unique shoe 
with improved comfort and performance when compared to currently available 
options. The results indicate that this interpretation of the service specification was 
largely successful; however, feedback regarding certain aspects, for example, the 
midsole personalisation section and the accessibility of the gallery, indicates that 
introducing participatory design at an earlier stage may have been beneficial.  
 
Establishing whether the level of personalisation offered is appropriate requires, 
particularly with regards to comfort and performance, future testing with an actual 
shoe concept. As established in the literature and research, many consumers will not 
purchase running shoes unless they can try them on (Piller, 2002; Stuhlfaut and 
Sullivan, 2007); the same is most likely applicable for establishing whether the level of 
personalisation is suitable, people cannot judge without trying the shoe. At this stage, 
if the level of personalisation is deemed inappropriate, participatory design with 
consumers, in a structured manner, employing, for example, scenarios and subsequent 
workshops could be utilised to establish how the product concepts could be improved.  
 
12.9.4 Reconsidering the Product Concepts  
As outlined during the development stage, the product concepts were developed to 
align with the research being conducted with additive manufacturing (work packages 1 
to 3) and the biomechanics and anthropometry (work package 7). The result was 
concepts that the researchers believed would be feasible in the near future. The 
demonstration shoe was partly defined to allow the consumer to try something on in 
store with the intention of reducing the insecurity that they may experience during the 
wait for the final footwear to be delivered. On reflection, however, there is a potential 
issue with this concept; the demonstration shoe does not have a personalised plantar 
insole surface, like the final shoe does. Although participants would be informed 
during fitting that the final shoe would feel different, this does not necessarily mean 
that they will be happy with the final shoe, so returns may be an issue. This could be 
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minimised by ensuring the communication by the store assistant is clear that the 
consumer is not trying an equivalent but something that assists the provider in 
ensuring the final shoes are appropriate for them. The fitting of the final shoe may 
need to be in store as opposed to having the shoes sent directly to the consumer; this 
was not considered during the development process as the final fitting did not affect 
the toolkit’s implementation. The optimal solution would be the production of the 
personalised footwear in store almost entirely removing any wait for delivery; Hewlett-
Packard (2011) produce 3D printers of a suitable size, they can even be installed in a 
home, although the quality of the final output is not suitable for the manufacture of 
footwear. In addition to the technology, research would be required in several other 
areas to understand whether it was feasible to produce the shoes in store: 
understanding the additional staff and training required, space and whether other 
components could be stocked in store. With spectacles certain glasses can be prepared 
within an hour using lenses that are in stock, others require specialist lenses and take 
several days (Optical Express, 2011); something similar may be applicable with 
personalised running shoes. It is likely to be a number of years before this is feasible. 
 
12.10 Conclusions 
The main aim of the research, to specify and develop a service that is capable of 
delivering personalisable running shoes with mass appeal, could not be entirely 
fulfilled; it was a target of unrealistic scope and research being undertaken 
concurrently on E2HS project prevented development in certain areas. The use of 
mixed research methods was successful in fulfilling the outlined objectives required to 
enable the specification of the service.  A key component of the service was 
developed; the toolkit, and on evaluation, thought to be implemented successfully and 
suitably as part of a potential running shoe personalisation service. In addition, the 
service and associated product were specified and concepts developed that aligned 
with the toolkit and the ongoing work of the project, ready for future development. 
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12.11 Contributions to Knowledge 
It was established at the outset of this research that many of the current 
personalisation services had been developed with little or no empirical research (Piller 
et al., 2004), and consequently a number have failed (Wind and Rangaswamy 2001; 
Williams, 2010). In this project the author sought to address this, with research 
conducted into understanding consumers and their relationships with running shoes, 
personalisation and the staging of an experience: the service specified and toolkit 
produced are the result. The established framework, followed from the initial research 
to the end result, is the primary contribution to knowledge. Nike have recently 
implemented a new toolkit for some of their running shoes on their iD site (Nike, 
2011a); it incorporates many similar characteristics to that of the YourStep toolkit: 
additional information to support users’ decisions regarding the functional aspects of 
the footwear (see Figure 12.2), an ‘in-context’ view of the shoe (see Figure 12.3) and a 
navigation bar with tooltips along the top of the data collection space (see Figure 
12.4). They have also started to provide further functional choices for some of their 
performance sports footwear, for example, with their tennis shoe they allow the user 
to customise the fit and performance of their upper (see Figure 12.5). It is likely that 
these similarities are coincidental; however, these were defined as requirements for 
the YourStep toolkit after following the previously mentioned framework whilst Nike 
has arrived upon them after several iterations since the implementation of their iD 
service 12 years ago (Nike, 2007). This advocates the importance of conducting 
research before implementing a personalisation service. NikeiD did not fail since the 
primary focus of its service is the aesthetic personalisation of low performance 
footwear; for a smaller company concentrating on the functional personalisation of 
footwear research may have a more critical impact.  
 
It is anticipated that this framework could be adapted for other products; the routine 
followed could be simply adjusted to focus on the desired product. The mix of flexible 
and fixed research methods could be tailored depending on the type of data required; 
the specification and development procedure for the toolkit would be similar and the 
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subsequent testing procedure is generalisable, apart from the aspects which test the 
functionality; these could be updated when the required functions have been defined. 
 
 
 
 
Figure 12.2 | Additional information provided for a NikeiD running shoe (Nike, 2011a) 
 
 
Figure 12.3 | The user may select to view their shoe ‘in-context’ or with a plain background (Nike, 2011a) 
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Figure 12.4 | When the user hovers over the navigation bar a tooltip and reminder of their selection appears 
(Nike, 2011a)  
 
 
Figure 12.5 | The user can personalise the fit of their upper with the Nike Zoom Breathe 2k11 shoe (Nike, 
2011a)  
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Several additional contributions to knowledge were established during the research 
process, perhaps unsurprising considering the relative infancy of sports footwear 
personalisation. These are classified below by the different stages of research: the 
studies, development and testing. 
 
12.11.1 The Research Studies 
- In-depth insights as to why consumers purchase running shoes in certain locations 
- Comparative details of the service employed by different specialist running stores 
- The identification of issues with the consistency of the training provided for retail 
staff in specialist running stores 
- An indication of the purchase routine preferences of runners, e.g. how much 
money they spend and how much time they invest 
- Evidence that consumers’ assessment of footwear’s functional capabilities is 
affected by their physical appearance 
- The reasons as to why consumers use running shoes for multiple and sometimes 
inappropriate activities 
- The level of interest amongst a set of runners in the different potential aspects of 
running shoe personalisation 
- Quantitative consumer feedback, focusing on NikeiD’s running shoe 
personalisation capabilities.  
 
12.11.2 The Specification and Development of the Service 
- The product and service specifications provide a set of requirements for a 
personalisable running shoe and the enabling service, developed with 
consideration of the potential consumers’ needs and desires. The YourStep service 
is one interpretation of these specifications; they may be interpreted in many 
other ways 
- The design of a personalisable running shoe concept that satisfies target consumer 
needs, enabled by additive manufacturing. 
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12.11.3 Testing of the Toolkit 
- A testing regime for assessing running shoe personalisation toolkits that identifies 
issues and allows for conclusions to be drawn. These tests may be easily adapted 
for personalisation services offering different product types 
- The analysis of the profile data from participants that saved their designs during 
summative testing of the YourStep toolkit demonstrates clearly some of the 
benefits to employing a personalisation service; providers can understand their 
customers’ preferences and react to their needs. It can also be used to inspire and 
inform potential customers; Reebok present profile data gathered from users on 
the YourReebok homepage, the most popular colours, latest creations and number 
of shoes designed are all displayed. These data, combined with a flexible 
manufacturing process, e.g. additive manufacturing, would enable providers to 
react quickly to market trends. 
 
 
Figure 12.6 | YourReebok’s homepage displays details from profile data to inform users (Reebok, 2011) 
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12.11.4 Papers and Other Contributions 
During this research a journal paper was written and accepted for publication and two 
papers were written and presented at international conferences. A third conference 
was presented at. In addition, the Elite to High Street project was short-listed for ‘The 
Times Outstanding Engineering Research Team of the Year’, 2009.  
 
Journal Paper  
HEAD, M.J. and PORTER, C.S., 2011. Developing a Collaborative Design Toolkit for the 
Personalisation of Running Shoes. Design Principles and Practices: An International 
Journal, 5(6), pp. 303-326. 
 
Conference Papers  
HEAD, M.J., PORTER, C.S. and SUMMERSKILL, S., 2009. Specifying a system to facilitate 
the design by consumers of personalised sports footwear. Proceedings of the 5th 
World Congress on Mass Customization and Personalization, 4 - 8 October 2009, 
Helsinki. 
 
HEAD, M.J., PORTER, C.S. and TOON, D., 2010. Delivering Pleasure: The Personalisation 
of Running Shoes. Proceedings of the 7th International Conference on Design and 
Emotion, 4 – 7 October 2010, Chicago. 
 
Conference Presentation 
HEAD, M.J., 2011. Developing a Collaborative Design Toolkit for the Personalisation of 
Running Shoes. Fifth International Conference on Design Principles and Practices, 2 – 4 
February 2011, Rome. 
 
12.12 Recommendations for Future Work 
The overarching aim of this research was to produce a service that is capable of 
delivering personalisable running shoes to the masses; while this has been partially 
achieved, future work should be focused on fulfilling this aim. 
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12.12.1 Revision of the YourStep Toolkit 
Areas where the toolkit needed further development were identified in the findings of 
the formative testing and, to some extent, the summative testing. Some of the 
functions were thought by some participants to be unclear and unintuitive; the 
support features for the ‘Define’ section are examples: the gallery, colour guidance 
and, most notably, the midsole personalisation option needed reconsidering. Different 
degrees of redevelopment were required, for example, the gallery’s accessibility 
needed to be improved whereas the midsole personalisation section may require 
redesigning. The navigation system also requires consideration: a procedural system is 
employed for overall navigation to ensure that users would complete all required 
components, however, some participants found this restrictive particularly when 
attempting to move back and modify previous selections. Multiple participants stated 
that they experienced issues with understanding terminology used in the toolkit, for 
example, using ‘Upper’ and ‘Midsole’ as headers to sub sections; any terms that are 
unclear within the main data collection space of the toolkit should be 
removed/updated so that they are easy to understand. Terminology in the information 
sections may remain but it should be clearly explained. The perceived flaws with the 
username and passcode system also require further exploration. As detailed earlier, 
involving potential users through participatory design, perhaps with paper prototypes 
and scenarios, will help to refine/reshape these features. 
 
As anticipated, the shoe models employed in the ‘Explore’ and ‘Define’ section need to 
be updated; recommendations are outlined in the summative testing chapter, 
including different methods of manipulating the model and improving the quality of 
the graphics. Work undertaken in a Masters project associated with this research 
demonstrates the possibilities (see Figure 12.7). 
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Figure 12.7 | A screenshot of the interactive shoe models developed as part of a Masters project to 
market the YourStep service (Zevalking, 2010) 
 
In addition, there were ideas for new potential features and functionality to be 
investigated, including: 
- A recommendation system providing suggestions to consumers for selections in 
the ‘Define’ section based on their answers in the ‘Questions’ section 
- The tailoring of content in the toolkit to the different types of consumer, e.g. 
providing different options for those with different uses of their running shoes 
- A summary screen that allows the user to quickly check their selections before 
confirming their order. 
Some participants believed that the level and type of choices, both functional and 
aesthetic, offered by the toolkit were inappropriate. To explore the aesthetic choices 
the following methods may be employed: 
- Gathering feedback on the NikeiD and other services in greater depth will 
provide a clear assessment of the current choices that they provide. Studies 
would ideally be conducted to gather data from large strategically sampled 
populations to establish a consensus and small samples to provide an insight to 
these results 
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- A survey gathering feedback from an appropriate sample regarding potential 
choices available/eliciting desirable choices, with visual representation of these 
choices where possible.  
As detailed earlier, for the functional choices it is more difficult to establish a suitable 
level of choice without engaging the consumers’ required senses, i.e. letting them try 
shoes on; this was evident from the previous tests. Waiting until a product concept is 
available may be preferable, to communicate the potential to consumers more clearly. 
 
After this work has been done further testing can be conducted; similar methods to 
those already implemented are suitable. It is, however, important to try and 
communicate the overall service concept more clearly to help participants to 
understand the context of the toolkit and therefore its features. 
 
12.12.2 Development of the Remaining Service Components 
There are several aspects that require consideration to complete the service 
development, including:  
- The final personalised shoe 
- The demonstration shoe 
- The fitting procedure 
- Store environment 
- Staff training  
- Administrative/support systems 
- Production and delivery procedures 
- Memorabilia for customers post-purchase. 
When examining this list it becomes clear that to fulfil the aim of developing a running 
shoe personalisation service would need input from multiple specialists in differing 
fields, echoing the importance of adopting a company-wide approach when 
implementing a personalisation service (Piller and Tseng, 2010). Some of the findings 
from this project could contribute to the development of these aspects, for example, a 
product concept has been defined and visits to the specialist running stores and in 
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store personalisation services provided an indication of the requirements for a store 
environment.  
 
12.12.2.1 Product Development 
Delivering the appropriate product to the consumer is critical to the success of the 
personalisation service. Concepts were produced that enabled the toolkit to be 
developed; further work is required to enable the implementation of a service. The key 
to the development of these products is the enabling technology, additive 
manufacturing. As part of the E2HS project, midsole replications of current standard 
equivalents have been produced, with similar functional properties, using additive 
manufacturing (see Figure 12.8). Producing a fully personalised running shoe with this 
technology may not yet be possible, however these results are promising; the premise 
of producing footwear with additive manufactured midsoles has been fulfilled (see 
Figure 12.9). Additionally research is also being conducted on the project in the areas 
of biomechanics and anthropometry to define the process required to specify an insole 
with a personalised plantar profile (Salles and Gyi, 2010).  
 
The result of the work in these areas will hopefully enable the YourStep service 
concept to be further realised, a concept that meets consumer needs, delivering a 
running shoe tailored to their preferences to a degree not previously feasible.  
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Figure 12.8 | Additive manufacturing has been used to produce midsoles (front) that replicate the functional 
characteristics of standard equivalents (rear)  
 
 
Figure 12.9 | Running shoes with an additive manufactured (rear) and standard (front) midsoles 
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FOCUS GROUP PARTICIPANT DETAILS 
Exploratory Study 
PARTICIPANT GENDER AGE VOCATION 
A Male 36 Lecturer at the Design School 
B Male 29 Research student in Human Factors 
C Male 38 Runs own Design Consultancy 
D Male 37 Lecturer at the Design School 
E Male 25 Researcher in Ergonomics 
F Male 39 Research student in Design 
Main Study 
Part 1: Focus Groups 
NAME VOCATION AGE 
FEMALE RUNNERS  
A Student/Cross-country athlete 21 
B Sports Administration/Cross-country athlete 24 
C Research student sports tech/sprinter 28 
D Teaching fellow in sports policy/Football Referee 29 
   FEMALE NON RUNNERS  
A Research associate Mechanical Engineering 30 
B Research student sports technology 23 
C Undergraduate Maths and sports science student 20 
D Administrator 26 
   MALE RUNNERS  
A Research Associate Sports Technology/Triathlon competitor 29 
B Undergraduate Geography student/Footballer 19 
C Undergraduate sports science student/Footballer 19 
D Undergraduate business studies student/Rugby player 19 
E Rugby coach 22 
F Research student Chemistry/Cross-country runner 26 
   MALE NON RUNNERS 
A Undergraduate Industrial Design student 20 
B Senior Lecturer in Mechanical Engineering 34 
C Research Associate Sports Engineering 28 
D Research student in Mechanical Engineering 35 
E Research student in Mechanical Engineering 25 
F Undergraduate student in Civil Engineering 19 
 
Part 3: Semi-structured Interviews 
PARTICIPANT GENDER AGE 
A Female 35 
B Male 45 
C Male 20 
D Male 27 
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SUBJECT CONSENT FORM* 
 
Focus Group on Running Shoes 
 
 
Participant Letter: ……………. 
 
 
 
I, ……………………………………………. consent to taking part in this focus group exercise 
concerning the ways in which, and the reasons for purchasing running shoes. 
 
An explanation of the nature and purpose of the procedure has been given by the 
experimenter. 
 
I understand that I may withdraw from the group at any time, and that I am under no 
obligation to give reasons for withdrawal. 
 
I understand that any information, and photographs taken, will be treated as 
confidential by the experimenter. 
 
I agree to the session being audio taped and understand that what I say will be used 
and may be published. 
 
 
 
Signed ………………………………………………… Date: ………………….. 
 
 
Signature of Experimenter: ……………………………………………… 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
*The same basic form was used for all studies where participants were recruited 
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INFORMATION SHEET:  
FOCUS GROUP ON RUNNING SHOES 
 
Firstly, thank you for agreeing to participate in this focus group. Today we are going to 
talk about running shoes, how we buy them, why we buy them and generally how we 
perceive them. There will be some practical activities and hopefully, we can all have 
some fun too. 
 
Refreshments will be available and we will take a short break half-way through the 
session. The whole exercise should last no longer than 90 minutes.  
 
In front of you will be a consent form; please read, digest and, if you’re happy sign it. 
You will also have your participant letter in front of you. 
 
The following text will act as a guide to the activities that are going to take place today. 
Don’t worry if you’re not clear on the process as I will be talking you through it all. 
 
--------------------------------------------------- 
 
Exercise 1: Round Robin Questionnaire 
 
You should all have a landscape piece of A3 paper in front of you with a question on it. 
When prompted please record your answer to the question next to your relevant 
participant letter. Once you have answered the question please pass the sheet to your 
right. Now you should have a new question in front of you, answer this and pass to the 
right again. You should answer 6 questions in total. 
 
This should be a quick exercise to get everyone warmed up so don’t worry about giving 
too detailed answers. Also try to give a different answer to the people who have filled 
in the sheet before you. 
 
After this is completed we will discuss your answers. 
 
--------------------------------------------------- 
 
Exercise 2: Personal Running Shoes 
 
Hopefully you should have all brought your running shoes and everyday shoes with 
you. In this exercise we will investigate why you bought them, what you think of them 
and how you perceive the differences between the two. 
 
Exercise 3: Running Shoe Use 
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From the sheets that you all completed for this session we will look at what you all use 
your running shoes for, what you don’t use them for and the reasons for the above. 
 
--------------------------------------------------- 
 
Exercise 4: Product Personality Profiling 
 
Six pairs of sports footwear will be laid out for you. Directly in front of each pair will be 
six sheets of A3 paper. These are product personality sheets. Using these, you need to 
imagine the footwear as a person and then complete the relevant categories on the 
sheet. If you are struggling, try to picture who would buy these shoes and work from 
there. Once you have completed your sheet move to your right and complete the next. 
 
Please ensure you mark your participant letter on each sheet.  
 
--------------------------------------------------- 
 
Exercise 5: Personalisation Introduction 
 
I will try to ascertain how much everyone knows about footwear personalisation, 
providing examples and then we will discuss, getting opinions, suggestions etc. 
 
--------------------------------------------------- 
 
After this the session will end. 
 
Thanks again for your help, 
 
Matt. 
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RUNNING SHOE USAGE FORM 
 
Participant Letter:  
 
Please complete this in the week leading up to the Focus Group. You do not need to fill 
it out all at once, and can alter it at any point.  
 
Please tick every activity you carry out in your running shoes, intentionally or not. 
 
 
Running       
Wear to place of work/study    
Fitness walking      
Hiking          
Gym            
Play other sports                   
If so, which sports:  
 
 
Shopping          
Household tasks            
Dancing        
Wear to social events        
Other activities       
If so, which activities:  
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PERSONALITY PROFILING SHEET  
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FEEDBACK FORM:  
FOCUS GROUP ON RUNNING SHOES 
 
Thank you again for participating in the focus group. 
Please try and list your general opinions and how you 
feel the exercises and overall experience could have 
been improved. 
 
Exercise 1: Round Robin Questionnaire 
 
 
 
 
 
Exercise 2: Personal Running Shoes 
 
 
 
 
 
Exercise 3: Running Shoe Use 
 
 
 
 
Exercise 4: Product Personality Profiling 
 
 
 
 
Exercise 5: Personalisation Introduction 
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Moderator’s Conduct 
 
 
 
 
 
General Comments 
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MODERATOR GUIDE    
Date: Moderator:   Focus Group No:   
  Number of Participants:   Focus Group Duration: 80 min 
Topic Description Aids 
Duration 
(mins) 
Start 
at 
(time) 
Welcome Drinks etc.  5 02:00 
Introduction 
  
  
Detail the project/the aim of this session 
Important points to note - recording/consent etc. 
  
Booklets 
for session 
5 02:05 
Round Robin 
Questionnaire 
  
  
  
  
  
  
Get the participants to each complete a statement on a 
sheet then to pass it on. Same no. of sheets as 
participants. Statements; 
 
1) The most important thing to me in a running shoe is… 
2) The things that influence me when shopping for 
running shoes are… 
3) Running shoes could be improved by… 
4) Please name your favourite sportswear brand and a 
reason why you like them 
5) Please name your favourite running shoe brand and a 
reason why you like them 
6) Where do you buy your running shoes and why? 
After the answers can be discussed 
Sheets 
with 
questions, 
pens 
15 02:10 
Personal 
Running shoes 
  
  
  
  
  
Participants bring in their running shoes and their 
preferred leisure shoes. Questions are asked to trigger 
conversation; 
 
What made you buy these running shoes? 
Why do you use these running shoes? 
Why do you wear different shoes for leisure? 
How do you perceive the differences between these shoes 
Participant
s' running 
and leisure 
shoes (if 
different) 
 
 
 
15 
 
 
 
 
02:25 
 
 
 
 
Refreshment Break 10 02:40 
Running shoe 
use 
  
  
  
  
  
Participants will create a list of activities they carry out in 
their running shoes before the session, the discussion will 
then be started from the lists, trying to ensure we cover; 
 
What they use their running shoes for 
What they don't use them for 
Reasons for the above 
Completed 
forms 
from each 
participant 
 
 
 
10 
 
 
 
 
 
02:50 
 
 
 
 
 
Product 
Personality 
Profiling 
  
  
  
 
  
  
A carefully selected range of running shoes are displayed 
and each user has a sheet for each to fill in, with a range 
of categories & triggers, classifying the type of person 
they think each shoe would be. Categories included; 
  
Gender, Age, Name, Occupation, Accommodation, 
Transport, Personality, Holidays, Shop for food & clothes, 
drinks, newspaper, pets, music, food. 
 
Running 
shoes 
(selected 
by 
informal 
focus 
group), 
forms and 
pens 
15 
 
 
 
 
 
03:00 
 
 
 
 
 
Personalisation Ask group if they are aware of personalising/customising 
footwear and if so, what they know. 
 
Perhaps 
examples 
of current 
systems & 
products 
10 
 
03:15 
End of Session Thank everyone, collect sheets, explain next step etc.  5 03:25 
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KEY QUESTIONS TO CONSIDER FOR EACH ACTIVITY 
 
Round-Robin 
 
- The most important thing to me in a running shoe is 
1. What is important to you in a running shoe? 
2. What influences you buying running (intrinsic) shoes? 
 
- The things that influence me when I’m buying running shoes are 
1. What influences (extrinsic/intrinsic) you when buying running shoes? 
2. What is important to you in a running shoe? 
 
- Running shoes could be improved by 
1. What is important to you in a running shoe? 
2. What do you LIKES/DISLIKE about this shoe? 
 
- Please name your favourite running shoe brand and a reason why you like 
them 
1. Why do you like them? 
2. What influences you when buying running shoes? 
3. What is important to you in a running shoe? 
 
- Please name your favourite sportswear brand and a reason why you like them 
1. What influences you when purchasing sportswear? 
2. How does this differ from your attitude towards purchasing running 
shoes? 
 
- Where do you buy your running shoes and why? 
1. What influences you when buying running shoes? 
2. What is important to you in a running shoe? 
 
 
 
Personal Running Shoes 
- Why did you buy this shoe? 
- What do you think of this shoe? 
- How participants buy their running shoes 
- What influences them to buy these running shoes 
- How they feel their running shoes could be improved 
- What is important to you in a running shoe 
 
 
Running Shoe Use 
- Why do you use your running shoes for this and not this 
- So you use your running shoes predominately for X, why is this? 
- What they use their running shoes for 
450 
- What influences them when buying running shoes 
- What is important to them in a running shoe 
 
 
Personalisation 
- How much they know about footwear customisation? 
- What do they think of footwear customisation? 
- Is there something that can be done that you would/do consider for your 
running shoes? 
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CONCEPTUAL MAPPING EXERCISE  
 
Aim  
The aim of this exercise was to select a suitable range of sports footwear to be utilised 
in a product personality profiling exercise which will be carried out in upcoming focus 
groups. To achieve this a series of objectives needed to be realised. 
 
Objectives 
- To understand how different people group sports footwear 
- To understand how people judge different sports footwear 
- To categorise sports footwear whilst considering a range of attributes 
 
Method  
The conceptual mapping method outlined by Greenbaum (1998) was adapted for this 
exercise. Participants were given sheets of paper with a keyword at the top and a grid 
below. Whilst considering the keyword, the participants had to group the products in 
front of them as they saw fit. There were given no guidelines as to how to structure 
the groups and were informed that they could extend the grids, if needed. Below 
(Figure 1) is an example using mobile phones and the keyword price. 
 
Keyword: Price 
 
Phone M 
Phone A 
Phone C 
Phone R 
Phone D 
Phone F 
Phone E 
Phone B 
Phone K 
Phone O 
Phone P 
Phone G 
Phone H 
Phone L 
Phone N 
Phone J 
Phone I  
 
Figure 1 | Example conceptual map showing how a group of mobile phones were grouped 
 
For this exercise fifteen different models of sports footwear were provided, in a variety 
of styles and sizes. These were displayed labelled by letter (Table 1) and participants 
were free to examine them closely during the exercise. Six participants were selected, 
three males and three females, all based in the Design and Technology department at 
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Loughborough University. Each participant was provided with an information sheet 
with a demonstration exercise on it and four other sheets, each with a different 
keyword and a grid. All the participants received the sheets in the same order, with the 
keywords being; aesthetics, price, performance and comfort. They were advised that 
they should take no more than five minutes to complete each sheet. They were asked 
to place sheets in the centre of the table once they had finished them. On completion 
some of the grids were labelled up on a flip chart and the key methods people had 
used were identified and discussed. Overall the session lasted thirty minutes. 
 
FOOTWEAR LABEL 
New Look plimsolls – Grey A 
Vans Classic Slip-On – Purple & black stripes B 
Aldo Slip-On - grey distressed C 
New balance 660 - White, black & silver D 
Nike Court Force Hi Max 95 - White, volt & grey E 
Adidas - Supernova 10 - Orange, silver & black F 
Reebok Active Run - White, navy & grey G 
Reebok ERS Racer - Purple & blue H 
Converse All-stars - White I 
Vans Bercy – Brown & black J 
Oakley Teeth – Black & red K 
Nike Dunks - Orange, black & brown L 
Mizuno Wave Creation 8 - Silver, blue & gold M 
New Balance 767 – Silver, grey & blue N 
Puma Light Flight (fake) - Grey & pink O 
 
Table 1 | Sports Footwear utilised in this exercise 
 
 
Results 
Table 2 details the different resultant combinations of the sports footwear from the 
conceptual mapping exercise. Only combinations that were shared by more than one 
person, for at least one of the keywords, are included. Combinations made less than 
four times in total are excluded.  
Categorised Results 
This section contains a review of the major combinations for each keyword. 
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GROUPINGS 
NO. OF TIMES GROUPED TOGETHER 
Percentage 
of times 
grouped A
e
st
h
e
ti
cs
 
P
ri
ce
 
P
e
rf
o
rm
a
n
ce
 
C
o
m
fo
rt
 
T
O
T
A
L
   
   
   
  
(f
ro
m
 2
4
) 
C I 4 6 6 6 22 92 
B C 2 4 6 6 18 75 
B I 2 4 6 6 18 75 
D G 5 5 5 3 18 75 
A C 4 3 6 4 17 71 
D N 5 3 4 5 17 71 
G N 6 3 4 4 17 71 
M N 5 3 4 5 17 71 
A B 3 3 6 4 16 67 
B C I 0 4 6 6 16 67 
A I 2 3 6 4 15 63 
C A I  2 3 6 4 15 63 
D G N 5 3 4 3 15 63 
D M 4 2 5 4 15 63 
G M 5 2 3 4 14 58 
G N M 5 2 3 4 14 58 
A B C I  0 2 6 4 12 50 
D F 2 2 4 4 12 50 
D G M N 4 2 3 2 11 46 
H L 5 0 3 3 11 46 
E L 4 3 2 0 9 38 
F M 0 2 5 2 9 38 
F N  2 2 3 2 9 38 
J K 5 2 0 2 9 38 
E K 2 2 4 0 8 33 
F G 2 0 3 3 8 33 
H O  0 3 2 3 8 33 
D F G 0 2 3 2 7 29 
D F N 0 2 2 3 7 29 
F H 4 3 0 0 7 29 
E F 0 2 2 2 6 25 
F L 3 3 0 0 6 25 
J L 0 2 2 2 6 25 
J O 2 2 0 2 6 25 
E J 0 3 2 0 5 21 
K N  0 0 2 3 5 21 
D M N 0 0 0 4 4 17 
E H 4 0 0 0 4 17 
E H L  4 0 0 0 4 17 
F K 0 2 0 2 4 17 
H N 0 4 0 0 4 17 
J M 0 2 0 2 4 17 
K L  0 2 2 0 4 17 
K M 0 0 0 4 4 17 
L M 0 2 0 2 4 17 
L O 0 2 0 2 4 17 
 
Table 2 | Resultant groupings of the sports footwear 
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Aesthetics 
The New Balance 767s and Reebok Active Runs were grouped together by all six of the 
participants and, along with the other New Balance running shoe, the 660, were 
grouped together five times. All of the afore mentioned models along with the Mizuno 
Wave Creation were grouped together by four of the participants. The Reebok ERS 
racer and Nike Dunks were grouped by five of the participants, as were the Vans Bercy 
and the Oakley Teeth. Other models matched four times included; the Aldo slip on, 
with the Converse All-stars and the New Look plimsolls, and the Reebok ERS racer with 
the two Nike models and with the Adidas Supernova. 
Price 
The Aldo and the Converse are the only shoes to be matched by everyone in the price 
category, with the New Balance 660s and the Reebok Active Runs grouped by five of 
the six participants. The Vans Classic, the Aldo and the Converse shoes are matched 
together by four of the participants as are the New Balance 767s and the Reebok ERS 
racers. A multitude of shoes are grouped together by fifty percent of the participants 
for this keyword. 
Performance 
This category sees four of the shoes; the Vans Classic, Aldo, Converse and the New 
Look, grouped together by every participant. The New Balance 660 is grouped with 
Reebok Active Run and the Mizuno five times. The Mizuno itself is also grouped with 
the Adidas shoe five times. Both New Balance models and the Reebok Active Run are 
selected together four times, whilst the New Balance 660 is also grouped with the 
Adidas shoe four times. The Oakley Teeth are also selected with the Nike Court Forces 
four times. 
Comfort 
The Vans Classic, Aldo and Converse shoes are grouped by all of the participants in this 
section whilst the New Balance 767 is matched with both the other New Balance shoe, 
the 660, and the Mizuno five times. The New Look Plimsoll is grouped with the Vans 
Classic, Aldo and Converse by four of the participants. Other shoes matched four of the 
possible six times are; the Reebok Active Run with the New Balance 767 and the 
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Mizuno, the New Balances with the Mizuno and finally the Adidas Supernova with the 
New Balance 660. 
 
Overall 
The Aldo and Converse shoes were matched over ninety percent of the time, which is 
clear the most grouped combination. After this shoes being matched three-quarters of 
the time are; the Vans Classic with the Aldo and also with the Converse and the New 
Balance 660 with the Reebok Active Run. The New Balance 767 dominates the next 
few groupings being matched with the 660, Reebok Active Run and the Mizuno just 
over seventy percent of the time. The New Look shoe is also matched with the Aldo 
shoe with the same frequency and with the Vans Classic sixty seven percent of the 
time. Also grouped sixty seven percent of the time are the Vans Classic, Aldo and 
Converse. The shoes mentioned above dominate the groupings in two factions; the 
New Look, Vans Classic, Aldo and Converse being one with the other featuring the New 
Balance shoes, along with the Reebok Active Run and Mizuno. No other shoe is 
featured until the percentage of grouping reaches fifty and below. 
 
Discussion 
The majority of the shoes have grouped together as expected, leisure shoes together 
and running shoes together. Slight differences however have caused some shoes, such 
as the Adidas Supernova, a black running shoe, to not be grouped with the other 
lighter coloured running shoes. Other shoes, such as the Reebok ERS racer, share small 
groupings with almost every category of shoe.  
 
The process of selecting the shoes initially for this exercise could be refined. Shoes 
were selected from a variety of people to ensure difference from one to the other, 
however, some shoes, such as the Vans Bercy and Oakley Teeth, were grouped by five 
of the six participants on aesthetics despite being quite different. This could well have 
been due to their size as they were a much larger shoe size than the others. Only two 
shoes from women were included, the Pumas and the Reebok Active Runs, which had 
a very neutral colour scheme. The Pumas were not matched more than fifty percent of 
the time with any shoe so it would have been interesting to see if they would have 
458 
been grouped more frequently if they had a more neutral colour scheme. The Vans 
Classics, however, despite featuring pink heavily, were matched frequently with many 
shoes with whites and greys as primary colours. If this exercise was repeated shoes 
should be utilised that are all designed for one sex and of the same size to try and 
reduce discrepancies. 
 
The grid could be adapted as well because, although in some instances it can be useful 
to have an insight as to how people place their groups, it isn’t necessary for this 
exercise. In fact, if a scale was provided it would add another dimension with which to 
process the information and reduce the time needed for discussion at the end. Figure 
2 shows a potential example with the keyword features and a relevant scale, most to 
least, included. Also the grid has been replaced by a single row of cells to refuse any 
potential confusion as to how to complete it. 
 
 
Keyword: Features 
 
   MOST              LEAST 
D E F C J H A B I G 
 
Figure 2 | A potential scale for future exercises 
 
 
Conclusion 
It is clear from these results that the New Look, Vans Classic, Aldo and Converse are 
considered similar shoes, as are the New Balance 660 and 767, Reebok Active Run and 
Mizuno. To use more than one of these shoes, from each grouping, for the personality 
profiling exercise would increase the potential for similar resultant profiles. As for 
using the remaining shoes, the number of times they were grouped in the individual 
categories should be checked before they are utilised. For example, the Nike Court 
Force and Reebok ERS racer were only matched seventeen percent of the time, 
however for aesthetics four of the possible six participants grouped them. If you were 
trying to get six varied shoes it would probably be best to utilise shoes that were not 
grouped often in any category. Looking at the results a good combination of footwear 
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would be the Converse All-stars, New Balance 767, Vans Bercy, Nike Court Force, Puma 
Light Flights and the Adidas Supernovas.  
 
Overall, despite the flaws outlined in the discussion, this was a simple exercise to carry 
out which has provided the required results to allow selection of sports footwear for a 
personality profiling exercise. 
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FEEDBACK FORM: Participant A 
 
Exercise 1: Round Robin Questionnaire 
That was the nicest part. 
 
Exercise 2: Personal Running Shoes 
I like to talk about my personal running shoes, but wouldn’t be pleased if people start 
saying bad things about it.  
 
Exercise 3: Running Shoe Use 
This was good. No comments. 
 
Exercise 4: Product Personality Profiling 
This was the worst activity in my opinion. There were too many things to relate the 
shoes with. Also, there were many options for each category. Perhaps you could select 
5 adjectives for each category and let people pick one of them. 
 
Exercise 5: Personalisation Introduction 
I think this part was very brief and couldn’t quite understand whether the purpose was 
to only let people know what is personalisation or to get their opinion about it. 
 
Moderator’s Conduct 
I think this was very good. Just make sure everyone speaks equally. Sometimes I 
though that X was a bit shy and did not contribute as he could. Some people might 
need to be encouraged to talk. 
 
General Comments 
Generally speaking that was very friendly and nice environment and I felt comfortable 
to give my opinion. Would definitely participate again if needed. Just remember next 
time to get some fizzy drinks!!! 
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FEEDBACK FORM: Participant B 
 
Exercise 1: Round Robin Questionnaire 
A good warm up exercise. 
 
Exercise 2: Personal Running Shoes 
Perhaps, depending on the group (you don’t want to offend anyone), you could ask 
members of the group if anyone would not desire the shoes being presented by a 
participant. 
 
Exercise 3: Running Shoe Use 
I would have made this Exercise 2. It would have helped me understand why people 
were giving the opinions they were in the  ‘Personal Running Shoes’ section. 
 
Exercise 4: Product Personality Profiling 
 
1. Too many categories – perhaps drop ‘what do they eat?’ and ‘do they own 
pets?’, and replace with things like: ‘what activities do they wear their sports 
shoes for?’ (if you want to be this specific) or ‘what are their pastimes, hobbies 
etc.’ 
2. Perhaps you should state whether the shoes should be imagined as new or not. 
Yesterday, many of the shoes were spotlessly clean. This, to me, suggested that 
they were owned by a careful and tidy owners (- perhaps people like doctors, 
butlers, office workers etc). If the same shoes had been dirty or tatty they 
would have suggested completely different kind of owners (- perhaps art 
students, factory workers, tradesmen). 
 
Exercise 5: Personalisation Introduction 
N/A 
 
Moderator’s Conduct 
N/A 
 
General Comments 
If you have foreigners in the group, or people who do not shop a great deal (I would 
put myself in that group) you will need to be careful with some of the wording… Taking 
shops for example, is ‘Burtons’ an upper class tailors or a cheap discount clothing 
store.  
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FEEDBACK FORM: Participant C 
 
Exercise 1: Round Robin Questionnaire 
 
Good way to introduce the session. Maybe need to explain at the beginning  
the difference between running shoes, sports shoes, sportswear etc.  
 
Exercise 2: Personal Running Shoes 
N/A 
 
Exercise 3: Running Shoe Use 
I would have made this Exercise 2. It would have helped me understand why people 
were giving the opinions they were in the  ‘Personal Running Shoes’ section. 
 
Exercise 4: Product Personality Profiling 
6 was definitely too many. Reduce the number or get people to do 4 out of 6 
 
 
Exercise 5: Personalisation Introduction 
 
I’m not sure what you wanted to get out of this section. Was a bit biased also because 
most people knew exactly what it was! 
 
Moderator’s Conduct 
Was pretty good. Only thing is to decide if the session is a discussion or if only one 
person talks, when asked a question. Explain at the beginning how you expect people 
to behave.  
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FEEDBACK FORM: Participant D 
 
Exercise 1: Round Robin Questionnaire 
Really good way to start. Worked well. Can't think of any improvements. 
 
Exercise 2: Personal Running Shoes 
'People were unhappy that they brought running shoes but didn't get to talk about 
them' - think this is a valid point. Perhaps allow more time for this section. I think 
people would want to participate in this section and that this information would be 
worth getting from all participants 
 
Exercise 3: Running Shoe Use 
Good. No improvements. 
 
Exercise 4: Product Personality Profiling 
Found some categories difficult to associate with shoe e.g. pet, food and felt the 
answers given could potentially be misleading because I was selecting something to fill 
the box. Found drawn to selecting examples from list as there was lots of them. Pete's 
idea of an example beforehand was good. Cut down on total number of categories 
perhaps.  
 
Exercise 5: Personalisation Introduction 
Perhaps a video/quick demonstration of one of the websites (Nike iD). The real 
participants may be completely unfamiliar with this concept - ensure they have a clear 
understanding before answering the question 
 
Moderator’s Conduct 
Excellent. Clear. Well organised. 
 
General Comments 
Overall very well organised and professional. Hand-out material very well presented 
and laid out. 
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FEEDBACK FORM: Participant E 
 
Exercise 1: Round Robin Questionnaire 
Very good exercise to start things off.  There wasn’t time to discuss all of them and 
everyone’s answer, but that’s fine as long as you ask everyone about at least one of 
their answers. 
 
Exercise 2: Personal Running Shoes 
Everyone has been asked to bring running shoes so everyone should show them, 
however it is fine to start with one person and then find out who else has similar 
experiences or opinions rather than going round and asking each person the same 
questions. 
 
Exercise 3: Running Shoe Use 
You will have time to look at questionnaire responses before for the real thing and 
hopefully have focus groups with similar use of running shoes so this should be fairly 
quick.  Perhaps good to ask what people would not use running shoes for. 
 
Exercise 4: Product Personality Profiling 
Go through one example as a group first so people get the idea (perhaps not with a 
running shoe). Don’t expect people to do more than 4 different shoes and try to make 
the personality list a bit shorter. 
 
Exercise 5: Personalisation Introduction 
The projector was very difficult to read because of the light.  Perhaps get colour 
images from websites printed out as back-up and also hold some shoes and point at 
them when you talk about what could be personalised.  It would be good to have more 
time for this so that people can get their heads around the different types of 
personalisation that would be possible. 
 
Moderator’s Conduct 
Good.  
 
General Comments 
Well organised; just needs a few tweaks to get it down to 90 minutes. 
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FEEDBACK FORM: Participant F 
 
Exercise 1: Round Robin Questionnaire 
This went fine. The skill is obviously in your selection of the questions that you ask 
when you have the completed papers. Try to involve as many people as possible in the 
questions. Most of yours were directed at X. 
 
Exercise 2: Personal Running Shoes 
I think that giving each person a chance to briefly describe why they bought their 
running shoes would be a good way to identify issues for further discussion  
 
Exercise 3: Running Shoe Use 
Can’t really think of anything to say about this, went fine. 
 
Exercise 4: Product Personality Profiling 
You might need to make it more clear that this involves trying to picture a particular 
person that might wear the shoes, and as we said on the day, less options in the 
example boxes, it ended up feeling like a like to be picked from as opposed to giving an 
example of content 
 
Exercise 5: Personalisation Introduction 
This was probably the least structured part. I think that this needs a more solid intro to 
the direction that manufacturers are taking. Also the digi projector was not working 
well, so maybe some simple colour prints of the screen shots would be better for 
clarity. 
 
Moderator’s Conduct 
Overall very good. You were very good at ensuring people got a chance to express 
their views with most people having a good shot at explaining their opinions. I thought 
that you handled it al very well.  
 
General Comments 
Over all a good professional job. Expect some gaffors about the personality profiling.  
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STATEMENT 1: Where do you buy your running shoes and why? 
 
PARTICIPANT ANSWER 
A Sports shops as they have a big variety. 
B 
Taiwan mainly – my girlfriend often buys them as I hate clothes shopping. In the 
UK I just go to the nearest shop. 
C Sports shop or outdoor shop (Blacks etc). 
D 
Specialist running shop. In hope of specialist advice on the correct shoe for 
running gait etc. 
E TK Maxx or a sports shop – always looking for good value. 
F Running shoe store where I can get advice about fit and support. 
 
 
STATEMENT 2: Please name your favourite running shoe brand and a 
reason why you like them  
 
PARTICIPANT ANSWER 
A Nike – no reason stated. 
B 
None – but when younger always used to buy Diadora as I could go in & buy 
them & know they would fit & be comfortable. 
C Salomon – comfort & good sole. 
D 
Previously would always have bought Asics as assumed high quality. Now would 
not be drawn to a particular (brand) and would select purely on 
function/fit/suitability for running style. 
E Don’t know, would probably try Mizuno, New Balance or Asics. 
F Mizuno – seem to fit me better than other brands. 
 
 
STATEMENT 3: Please name your favourite sportswear brand and a reason 
why you like them 
 
PARTICIPANT ANSWER 
A Nike – I think their things are very comfortable and nice looking. 
B None – as long as they fit (I have fairly broad feet) 
C Adidas for style. 
D None – Will select depending on item. 
E Epona – although not a great range (Fairtrade). 
F Nike – but I only really buy shorts and socks. 
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STATEMENT 4: Running shoes could be improved by…  
 
PARTICIPANT ANSWER 
A Being lighter 
B Waterproof – as I mainly use them for cycling. 
C 
Allowing them to be used/tried out before purchase (not just walking up and 
down in the shop). 
D 
Clearer definition of function i.e. cushioning for overpronation etc (Too many 
features built into a single running shoe currently). 
E Being more durable. 
F 
Allowing adaption for different running environments (different levels of 
stiffness). 
 
 
STATEMENT 5: The things that influence me when I’m buying running 
shoes are… 
 
PARTICIPANT ANSWER 
A 1
st
 Brand, 2
nd 
Price, 3
rd
 Comfort. 
B Comfort & Price – also nothing to brash or loud (visually!). 
C Comfort & Brand. 
D Injury reduction, Comfort. 
E Cost, Style & Colour, Comfort – NOT big brands. 
F Comfort & Stability. 
 
 
 
STATEMENT 6: The most important thing to me in a running shoe is… 
 
PARTICIPANT ANSWER 
A Comfort. 
B 1
st 
Comfort, 2
nd
 Durability. 
C Grip, Waterproof. 
D Injury prevention / Comfort 
E Comfort 
F Comfort & Stability 
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FOOTWEAR 1: New Balance 660 
 
FEATURE 
PARTICIPANT 
A B C D E F 
Name Albert Sandra Geoff John Martin Clive 
Gender Male Female Male Male Male Male 
Age 40 28 35 22 35 18 
Occupation Taxi driver 
Engineerin
g Student 
Accountant Anyone Teacher Taxi Driver 
Accommodation 
Penthouse 
Flat 
Halls of 
residence 
Flat 
Semi-
detached 
Semi-
detached 
Terraced 
House 
Transport Hatchback Bicycle Astra Hatchback VW Golf Motorbike 
Personality Calm Quiet, loner Dull Sporty 
Friendly 
but strict 
Dull 
Holidays Coach tour 
Walks 
around the 
UK 
US Activity 
Walking & 
water 
sports in 
the Lake 
District 
Ibiza 
Home 
Environment 
Casual 
Tidy, plain, 
not many 
personal 
items 
Traditional Normal 
IKEA but 
not in 
perfect 
condition 
Scandinavia
n 
Shop for food Tesco 
Nearest 
Store 
(Tesco’s) 
Sainsbury’s Tesco 
Sainsbury’s 
or 
Morrison’s 
ASDA 
Shop for clothes Top Man Internet 
Sainsbury’s, 
Burtons 
H&M 
M&S, 
Topman, or 
small 
sports shop 
Topman 
Drinks Coffee 
Jasmine 
Tea 
Tea Juice 
Coffee, Tea 
and Juice 
Beer 
Reads The Sun 
Goes online 
- Youtube, 
chatrooms 
etc 
Telegraph Daily Mail 
Times, 
Sport 
Magazine 
The Mirror 
Pets Dog 
Fish 
(Goldfish) 
None 
Tropical 
Bird 
None Hampster 
Music Pop 
Foreign 
music 
Genesis Pop 
Middle of 
the road & 
classic rock 
Metal 
Food Pasta 
Chinese - 
makes own 
meals 
Ready 
meals 
Good diet Pasta 
Microwave 
meal 
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FOOTWEAR 2: Aldo Slip-On 
 
FEATURE 
PARTICIPANT 
A B C D E F 
Name John Chris Becky Johnny Luke Sky 
Gender Male Male Female Male Male Female 
Age 16 19 27 20 24 16 
Occupation 
Factory 
Worker 
Art Student 
- Fine Art 
Web 
designer 
Student Student Student 
Accommodation 
Halls of 
residence 
Lives with 
parents 
Rented flat Rented 
Rented 
terraced 
house 
Halls 
Transport Bicycle 
Walks and 
bus 
Vespa 
Public 
transport 
Rubbish 
bike 
Bike 
Personality Cheerful 
Arty, warm 
& creative 
Trendy, 
bubbly 
Trendy 
Quiet, 
warm 
Outgoing 
Holidays Camping 
Skiing with 
friends 
- Camping 
Goes home 
to mum's 
cooking 
Devon 
Home 
Environment 
Cosy 
Messy, 
paint tubes 
everywhere 
Minimal, 
apart from 
bedroom 
Messy 
Scruffy & 
full of junk 
Homely 
Shop for food Aldi 
ASDA & 
Tescos 
Wholefood
s 
Tesco 
Somerfield 
& Co-op 
Sainsbury’s 
Shop for clothes Primark 
Fairtrade, 
vegan 
shops 
H&M, 
Prada 
Independen
t shops 
Burtons & 
TK Maxx 
Charity 
Shops 
Drinks Spirit 
Carbonated 
soft drinks 
Smirnoff 
Ice 
Whisky 
Water & 
beer 
Smoothie 
Reads The Sun 
Novels - 
quite well 
read 
(Modern 
stuff) 
Creative 
Review 
NME 
Guardian, 
the 
Economist 
Heat 
Pets Hamster 
Dog - 
Labrador 
Cat None 
Fish called 
Bob 
Cat 
Music Rap 
Pop, Jazz, 
Indie 
Grime Indie 
Alternative
/indie 
Indie 
Food 
Hamburger
s 
Vegan Vegetarian 
Fish & 
Chips 
Sometimes 
vegetarian 
Vegan 
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FOOTWEAR 3: Nike Court Force Hi Max 95 
 
FEATURE 
PARTICIPANT 
A B C D E F 
Name Matt Tristan Devon Nigel Daren Tarquine 
Gender Male Male Male Male Male Male 
Age 17 18 - 20 28 15 - 20 12 18 
Occupation Student 
Student in 
the T.A. 
Mobile 
phone 
salesman 
Unemploye
d 
Waster Student 
Accommodation 
Terraced 
house 
Semi-
detached 
Flat 
Semi-
detached 
Council 
Estate 
Halls 
Transport Sports car 
Walks & 
bus 
Impreza Car 4 x 4 Bike 
Personality Fun 
Annoying, 
'lippy' 
Cheerful 
Outgoing/l
oud 
Confident, 
boastful 
Fun loving 
Holidays Ibiza 
Ibiza - 
partying 
Ibiza Greece Blackpool Italy 
Home 
Environment 
Extravagan
t 
Tidy 
Minimal, 
male 
Bright 
Messy but 
full of 
electronics 
(PS3 etc) 
Wealthy 
Shop for food Somerfield ASDA ASDA Somerfield ASDA M & S 
Shop for clothes Gap Primark 
Topshop/N
ext 
Sports shop 
Topman & 
JJB 
GAP 
Drinks Rum 
Water & 
anything 
alcoholic 
Bottled 
Beer 
Lemonade Pepsi Wine 
Reads 
Men’s 
Health 
Doesn't 
read much, 
watches Big 
Brother etc 
FHM Not a lot Beano Telegraph 
Pets Parrot None None Reptile Angry dog Horse 
Music Rap Pop Rap & RnB Rap Rap Jazz 
Food 
Fish and 
chips 
Hamburger
s & chips & 
kebabs 
Curry Fast food 
Fish & 
Chips 
Pasta 
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FOOTWEAR 4: Adidas Supernova 10 
 
FEATURE 
PARTICIPANT 
A B C D E F 
Name Chris Martin Craig James Lance Simon 
Gender Male Male Male Male Male Male 
Age 30 21 32 23 20 28 
Occupation Architect 
Estate 
Agent 
IT 
Student/pr
ofessional 
Athlete 
IT 
Technician 
Accommodation 
Large 
House 
Lives with 
parents 
Suburban 
Commuter 
Estate 
Detached New Flat 
with 
parents 
Transport Hatchback 
Saving for 
Car, relies 
on parents 
friends 
Ford Focus Hatchback 
Seat Leon & 
a road 
bicycle 
Hatchback 
Personality Mature 
A little 
arrogant & 
obnoxious - 
'wide boy' 
Normal 
Calm/sport
y 
Self-
centered, 
confident 
Formal 
Holidays Sweden 
Visiting 
bars etc in 
europe - 
Easyjet 
party goer 
Greece France New York Caribbean 
Home Environment Healthy 
Girlie 
posters on 
wall - many 
posters of 
bands etc 
Ikea Modern 
Minimal, 
neutral, hi-
tech 
Modern 
Shop for food M & S 
Mother 
shops for 
him 
Tesco Tesco M & S Tesco 
Shop for clothes Burtons 
Top shop, 
Next 
Next Next Top Man Top Man 
Drinks Red Wine 
Lager with 
friends 
- Juice 
Water & 
Fruit juice 
Wine 
Reads Guardian FHM, Nuts FHM 
Runners 
World, 
Men’s 
Health 
Telegraph 
Men's 
Health 
Pets Cat None  None None - 
Stick 
Insects 
Music Latin Indie & Pop 
Chris Evans 
Radio 2 
Range none 
Banging 
Electro 
Trance 
Food Mexican 
American 
takeaways 
All Bar One 
Healthy 
diet 
Pasta Mexican 
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FOOTWEAR 5: Vans Bercy 
 
FEATURE 
PARTICIPANT 
A B C D E F 
Name Charles Ben Josh Dan Simon 
Charles the 
scatter boy 
Gender Male Male Male Male Male Male 
Age 17 24 22 18 26 19 
Occupation Student 
Student 
University 
Student 
School/stud
ent 
Engineer Student 
Accommodation 
With 
parents 
Shared 
Accommod
ation 
(student 
share) 
Terraced 
Rented Flat 
Lives with 
parents 
Owns a 
terraced 
house 
Halls 
Transport Bus Moped Skateboard 
BMX / 
Skateboard 
Estate BMX 
Personality Confident 
Social, 
warm 
Aloof Quiet 
Quiet, 
young at 
heart 
Confident 
Holidays 
Backpackin
g 
Stays in the 
UK, visiting 
friends 
Inter railing 
Somewhere 
with a half-
pipe thing 
Sweden 
Back 
packing 
Home 
Environment 
Messy 
Clean, lots 
of books 
Student 
Flat 
Average 
Modern, 
but not 
minimal 
Messy 
Shop for food Iceland Sainsbury’s Tesco Tesco Sainsbury’s ALDI 
Shop for clothes 
Urban 
Outfitters 
TopMan, 
Burtons 
Thrift Store 
O'neill, 
Quicksilver 
etc 
GAP Online 
Drinks Coke 
Tea - Fair-
trade 
Beer Spirits Carlsberg Coke 
Reads The Sun Novels NME 
Music, 
extreme 
sports 
magazines 
Independen
t 
FHM 
Pets Hamster 
None, 
family has 
dog 
None None 
Cat 
(Regular) 
Reptile 
Music Rap 
Pop & 
Classical 
Grunge Indie/Rock 
Grunge 
(Nirvana) 
Indie 
Food 
Microwave 
meal 
Pub Meals Vegan 
Eats what 
his mum 
cooks 
Potatoes Burgers 
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FOOTWEAR 6: Reebok ERS Racer 
 
FEATURE 
PARTICIPANT 
A B C D E F 
Name Tom Gavin Claire  Kieran Julian Chris 
Gender Male Male Female Male Male Male 
Age 18 26 45 21 16 24 
Occupation Designer 
Workshop 
Technician 
Teacher Student At school Teacher 
Accommodation 
With 
Parents 
Rented 
Accommod
ation 
(Living 
Alone) 
Suburban 
Estate 
Rented 
Parent's 
nice 
detached 
house 
Rented 
Semi 
Transport Bus 
Sports Car 
(Cheap 
One) 
Citroen 
Picasso 
Uses public 
transport 
Will get a 
small Alfa 
Romeo 
Clapped 
out Ford 
Fiesta 
Personality Outgoing 
Witty but 
not funny, 
geek 
Generally 
normal with 
some quirks 
Bubbly, 
outgoing, 
loud 
Loud, 
confident 
Pretentious 
Holidays Caribbean Sailing 
Center 
Parcs 
All sorts Ibiza Devon 
Home 
Environment 
Casual 
Tidy, many 
gadgets 
Messy, 
homely 
Bright, 
messy 
Modern, 
fun, posters 
on the 
bedroom 
wall 
Scandinavia
n 
Shop for food ASDA Sainsbury’s Sainsbury’s Tesco Tesco Morrison’s 
Shop for clothes 
Charity 
Shops 
Tank tops - 
M & S 
M & S 
Independen
t shops, 
charity 
shops 
H & M Next 
Drinks Beer 
Coffee, a 
little 
alcohol 
White wine Spirits 
Coca Cola, 
red bull 
Beer 
Reads The Mirror 
Computer 
Magazine 
Guardian All sorts Not a lot 
Independen
t 
Pets Reptile None Cats None Posh dog Cat 
Music Indie 
Anything in 
the charts 
(Pop) 
Abba 
Indie, 
alternative 
Pop, dance Metal 
Food 
Microwave 
Meal 
Everything 
but partial 
to Chinese 
What the 
kids will eat 
Anything Chinese 
Fish and 
Chips 
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EMAIL TO ATTRACT INTEREST 
 
Subject title: Come and have a drink and a chat about running shoes 
 
Do you wear running shoes? 
 
If so you are cordially invited to come and have a chat about them and their role in 
your everyday life. It should be a fun session with drinks and snacks provided, and 
should last no longer than 1 and a half hours. 
 
You DO NOT need to be a runner to participate, you just need to own a pair of running 
shoes. Please note that other types of sports shoes are excluded from this study. 
 
If you are interested please reply to this message, or give me a call (extension 8313), 
with the following details; 
 
a) Your name 
b) Age 
c) Gender 
d) Occupation 
e) How often do you run, if at all 
 
All details will be received in confidence. 
 
I look forward to hearing from you. 
 
Matt. 
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CONFIRMATION E-MAIL 
 
Dear ……………………., 
 
Thank you for volunteering and agreeing to take part in my Focus Group research 
session on INSERT DATE 
 
This will be held in the Bridgeman Centre on the Loughborough University campus 
(building reference XX). The room used will be room XX101, which is upstairs from the 
main Design Technology entrance and just to the right. If you have any problems 
finding us please feel free to contact me on the numbers included below. Car parking is 
provided in Car Park 9, behind Towers halls of residence. 
 
The session will involve 6 participants and last for no longer than 90 minutes. Light 
refreshments will be provided. 
 
There are a couple of things I would like you to bring for the session, if possible; 
 
 Your current running shoes 
 The attached form, completed 
 
I look forward to seeing you. Please do not hesitate to contact me should you wish to 
clarify anything.  
 
Thanks in advance for your help, 
 
Regards, 
 
Matt. 
 
Office Number: 01509 228313 
Mobile: 07857702514 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
APPENDIX H 
 
485 
SUBJECT CONSENT FORM 
 
Focus Group on Running Shoes 
 
 
Participant Letter: ……………. 
 
 
 
I, ……………………………………………. consent to taking part in this focus group exercise 
concerning the ways in which, and the reasons for purchasing running shoes. 
 
An explanation of the nature and purpose of the procedure has been given by the 
experimenter. 
 
I understand that I may withdraw from the group at any time, and that I am under no 
obligation to give reasons for withdrawal. 
 
I understand that any information, and photographs taken, will be treated as 
confidential by the experimenter. 
 
I agree to the session being audio taped and understand that what I say will be used 
and may be published. 
 
 
 
Signed ………………………………………………… Date: ………………….. 
 
 
Signature of Experimenter: ……………………………………………… 
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INFORMATION SHEET:  
FOCUS GROUP ON RUNNING SHOES 
 
Thank you for agreeing to participate in this focus group. Today we are going to talk 
about running shoes, how we buy them, why we buy them and generally how we 
perceive them. There will also be some practical activities and hopefully the session 
will be enjoyable. 
 
Refreshments will be available and we will take a short break half-way through the 
session. The whole exercise should last no more than two hours.  
 
In front of you is a consent form; please read, digest and, if you’re happy, sign it. There 
is also your participant letter in front of you. 
 
The following text will act as a guide to the activities that are going to take place today. 
Do not worry if you are unclear, I will be guiding you through it. 
 
--------------------------------------------------- 
 
Exercise 1: Round Robin Questionnaire 
 
There are four landscaped pieces of A3 paper on the table; each one has a question on 
it. Please answer the question in front of you and then pass the sheet to your right. 
You should answer all four questions. 
 
This should be a quick exercise to get everyone warmed up so don’t worry about giving 
detailed answers. Also, try to give a different answer to the people who have filled in 
the sheet before you. 
 
After this is completed we will discuss your answers. 
 
--------------------------------------------------- 
 
Exercise 2: Personal Running Shoes 
 
Hopefully you should have all brought your running shoes with you. In this exercise we 
will investigate why you bought them, and what you like and dislike about them. 
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Exercise 3: Running Shoe Use 
 
From the questionnaires that you completed prior to this session we will look at what 
you all use your running shoes for, what you don’t use them for and the reasons for 
the above. 
 
--------------------------------------------------- 
 
Exercise 4: Product Personality Profiling 
 
A pair of running shoes will be displayed on the table and as an image on the 
accompanying presentation. As a group we will try to imagine the footwear as a 
person and then complete the relevant categories on the flip chart. If you are 
struggling, try to picture who would buy these shoes and work from there. We will 
discuss people’s answers as we progress. 
 
--------------------------------------------------- 
 
Exercise 5: Attitudinal Scaling Exercise 
 
Six different pairs of sports footwear will be placed on a table. Using the sheet 
provided please mark where you think the shoes lie in each different category (see 
example below). A centre point is provided for reference. 
 
After this we will discuss the answers. 
 
 
    Shoe X 
 
Uncomfortable Comfortable 
 
Unattractive Attractive 
 
Impractical Practical 
 
Inexpensive Expensive 
 
Flimsy     Durable 
 
 
 
Figure 1 - Sample Attitudinal scaling exercise 
 
 
 
 
          
          
          
          
          
          
          
          
          
          
          
488 
Exercise 6: Personalisation Discussion 
 
A couple of examples of personalisation currently available in the footwear industry 
will be shown, detailing what is possible and then we will discuss people’s 
opinions/levels of interest. 
 
--------------------------------------------------- 
 
After this the session will end. 
 
Thanks again for your help, 
 
Matt. 
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RUNNING SHOE USAGE FORM 
Section 1 Personal Details  
Please provide the following details. 
 
Your name: 
______________________________________________ 
Age: _____________________ 
Occupation: Students, please list subject area 
____________________________________________________________ 
How often you run: ________________________________________
 
 
Section 2 Running Shoe Use 
Please complete this section in the week leading up to the Focus Group. You do not 
need to fill it out all at once, and can alter it at any point.  
 
Please tick every activity you carry out in your running shoes, intentionally or not. 
 
 
Running     
Wear to work/study    
Fitness walking    
Hiking       
Gym       
Shopping      
Household tasks   
Dancing      
Wear to social events     
Play other sports    
Other activities   
 
If you have ticked other sports/activities, please list below 
 
 
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- ----------
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- -------------
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ATTITUDINAL SCALING RESPONSE SHEET 
PARTICPANT LETTER: _______    
Please look at the sports footwear in front of you. Now for each shoe mark where you 
think they lie in the different categories.   
 
Time for exercise: 10 minutes 
 
Shoe 1 
 
Uncomfortable Comfortable 
 
Unattractive Attractive 
 
Impractical Practical 
 
Inexpensive Expensive 
 
Flimsy        Durable 
 
 
 
Shoe 2 
 
Uncomfortable Comfortable 
 
Unattractive Attractive 
 
Impractical Practical 
 
Inexpensive Expensive 
 
Flimsy        Durable 
 
 
Shoe 3 
 
Uncomfortable Comfortable 
 
Unattractive Attractive 
 
Impractical Practical 
 
Inexpensive Expensive 
 
Flimsy        Durable 
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Shoe 4 
 
Uncomfortable Comfortable 
 
Unattractive Attractive 
 
Impractical Practical 
 
Inexpensive Expensive 
 
Flimsy        Durable 
 
 
 
Shoe 5 
 
Uncomfortable Comfortable 
 
Unattractive Attractive 
 
Impractical Practical 
 
Inexpensive Expensive 
 
Flimsy        Durable 
 
 
 
Shoe 6 
 
Uncomfortable Comfortable 
 
Unattractive Attractive 
 
Impractical Practical 
 
Inexpensive Expensive 
 
Flimsy         Durable 
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POWERPOINT PRESENTATION 
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MODERATOR GUIDE 
    
 Date: 
Moderator: Focus Group No:   
  Number of Participants:   Focus Group Duration: 120 min 
Topic Description Aids 
Duratio
n (mins) 
Start at 
(time) 
Welcome Drinks etc   5 13:00 
Introduction 
  
  
  
Detail the project/the aim of this session 
Important points to note - recording/consent etc 
Get participants to say name and number aloud 
Record key details about participants 
Booklets for 
Session, key 
questions 
5 
  
  
  
13:05 
  
  
  
Round Robin 
Questionnaire 
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
Get the participants to each complete a statement on 
a sheet then to pass it on. Same no. of sheets as 
participants. Statements; 
  
 1) The most important thing to me in a running shoe 
is… 
2) The things that influence me when shopping for 
running shoes are… 
3) Nike, Adidas etc running shoes are… 
4) Running shoes could be improved by… 
After the answers can be discussed 
Sheets with 
questions, 
pens 
  
  
  
 
25 
 
 
 
13:10 
 
 
 
 
 
Personal 
Running shoes 
  
  
  
 
Participants bring in their running shoes. Questions 
are asked to trigger conversation; 
  
What made you buy these running shoes? 
Why do you use these running shoes? 
What do you like/dislike about these shoes? 
Each person is asked. 
Participants
' running 
shoes 
  
  
  
20 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
13:35 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Refreshment Break 10 13:55 
Running shoe  
use 
  
  
  
  
  
 
Participants will create a list of activities they carry 
out in their running shoes before the session, the 
discussion will then be started from the lists, trying to 
ensure we cover; 
  
What they use their running shoes for 
What they don't use them for 
Reasons for the above 
Completed 
forms from 
each 
participant 
  
  
  
 
10 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
14:05 
 
 
 
 
 
Product 
Personality 
Profiling 
 
A pair of running shoes are displayed and the 
participants are asked to imagine the shoe was a 
person then assign it a name/job/etc. This is a group 
activity. 
 
Running 
shoes 
  
10 
 
14:15 
 
Attitudinal 
Scaling 
  
A range of sports footwear (4-8) is displayed and 
participants are given sheets of paper with scales on, 
to complete. Discuss after 
Sports 
footwear, 
sheets, pen 
20 
 
14:25 
 
Personalisation 
  
  
  
Provide examples of what personalisation is capable 
of and then ask people if they would be interested in 
personalisation and what aspect of it that appeals to 
them (try to reduce hypothetical elements) 
Examples of 
possible 
types of 
personalisat
ion 
10 
 
 
 
14:45 
 
 
 
End of Session Thank everyone, collect sheets, explain next step etc.   5 14:55 
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KEY QUESTIONS TO CONSIDER FOR EACH ACTIVITY 
 
Round-Robin 
- Where do you buy your running shoes and why? 
1. What influences you when buying running shoes 
2. What is important to you in a running shoe 
 
- Please name your favourite running shoe brand and a reason why you like 
them 
1. Why do you like them? 
2. What influences you when buying running shoes? 
3. What is important to you in a running shoe 
 
- Running shoes could be improved by 
1. What is important to you in a running shoe? 
 
- The things that influence me when I’m buying running shoes are 
1. What influences you when buying running shoes? 
2. What is important to you in a running shoe? 
 
Personal Running Shoes 
- Why did you buy this shoe? 
- What do you LIKES/DISLIKE about this shoe 
- How participants buy their running shoes 
- What influences them to buy these running shoes 
- How they feel their running shoes could be improved 
- What is important to you in a running shoe 
 
Running Shoe Use 
- Why do you use your running shoes for this and not this 
- So you use your running shoes predominately for X, why is this? 
- What they use their running shoes for 
- What influences them when buying running shoes 
- What is important to them in a running shoe 
 
Personalisation 
- How much they know about footwear customisation? 
- What do they think of footwear customisation? 
- Is there something that can be done that you would/do consider for your 
running shoes? 
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APPENDIX I 
Main Study Questionnaire Documents 
Questionnaire 
Support Booklet 
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QUESTIONNAIRE 
Running Shoe Purchase 
 
Where relevant, please complete the following questions, by CIRCLING the 
appropriate option. 
 
1. Country of origin  
 
 
 
 
2. Are you? 
 
Male    Female 
 
 
3. How old are you? 
 
 
18 – 25 26 – 35 36 – 45 46 – 55 56 – 65 65+ 
 
 
4. What is your occupation? If necessary, please clarify which area 
 
 
 
5. Approximately, how many times do you run each week? 
 
 
I don’t run Less than 1  1  2  3 
 
4  5+ 
 
 
6. If you do run, approximately how many miles do you run a week? 
 
 
0 – 5  6 – 10  11 – 20 21 - 30  31 – 40 41 – 50 
 
51 – 60 61 – 70 71+ 
506 
7. Please rank these in your order of importance when purchasing running shoes? 
(please write ‘1’ for most important then ‘2’ and so on) 
 
If you can think of other aspects important to you please list and rank in the ‘Other’ sections provided 
 
 
ASPECT RANK 
Support  
Comfort  
Aesthetics  
Price  
Injury Prevention  
Durability  
Brand  
Technology (i.e. Air, Gel, ClimaCool)  
Other 
 _______________________________  
Other  
_______________________________  
 
 
8. How many pairs of running shoes do you buy, on average, per year? 
 
 
Less than 1  1 – 2  3 – 5  6 – 9  10+ 
 
 
9. Where do you purchase your running shoes?  
You may select multiple answers 
 
 
High Street Retail Chain Specialist Running Shop Discount Warehouse 
 
Department Store Manufacturer’s Store Internet Other 
 
 
If you selected ‘Other’ please state 
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10. Would you buy running shoes on the internet?  
 
 
Yes   No 
 
 
If you selected ‘No’ please state a reason 
 
 
 
11. How much do you spend on running shoes? (in GBP) 
 
 
0 – 20  21 – 40 41 – 60 61– 80  81 – 100 101 – 120 
 
121 – 140  140+  Don’t Know 
 
 
12. How long do you spend buying your shoes? (in minutes) 
 
 
0 – 20  21 – 40 41 – 60 61 – 80 81 – 100  
 
101+      Don’t Know 
 
 
13. From where/whom do you seek advice when buy running shoes?   
You may select multiple answers 
 
 
Don’t seek advice Friends/Family Coach  Shop Assistant 
 
Internet Magazine Other 
 
 
If you selected ‘Other’ please state 
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14. How important are the following to you in running shoes?  
Please circle an answer for each aspect. If you can think of other aspects that are important to you 
please list and rank in the ‘Other’ sections provided 
 
     
 
N
o
t 
a
t 
a
ll 
Im
p
o
rt
a
n
t 
N
o
t 
V
er
y 
Im
p
o
rt
a
n
t 
N
eu
tr
a
l 
Q
u
it
e 
Im
p
o
rt
a
n
t 
V
er
y 
Im
p
o
rt
a
n
t 
 
Support 1 2 3 4 5 Don’t Know 
Comfort 1 2 3 4 5 Don’t Know 
Aesthetics 1 2 3 4 5 Don’t Know 
Price 1 2 3 4 5 Don’t Know 
Injury Prevention 1 2 3 4 5 Don’t Know 
Durability 1 2 3 4 5 Don’t Know 
Brand 1 2 3 4 5 Don’t Know 
Technology  
(i.e. Air, Gel, ClimaCool etc) 
1 2 3 4 5 Don’t Know 
Other   
____________________ 
1 2 3 4 5 Don’t Know 
Other   
____________________ 
1 2 3 4 5 Don’t Know 
 
 
15. Which colours would you consider when purchasing running shoes?  
(They do not need to be the shoe’s primary colour) 
 
You may select multiple colours 
 
 
Black  White  Blue  Green  Yellow  Orange 
 
 Red  Lilac  Purple  Pink  Brown  
 
 Gold  Silver  Grey  Other 
 
 
If you selected ‘Other’ please state 
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16. Do you wear orthotics? 
 
 
Yes   No 
 
 
 
17. If you selected ‘Yes’, what type of orthotic are they? 
 
 
Prescribed  Off the Shelf 
 
 
Why do you wear them? 
 
 
 
 
 
18. Do you experience difficulties finding running shoes that fit your needs exactly? 
 
 
Yes   No 
 
If so, why? 
 
 
 
 
 
19. Would you be interested in personalising* your running shoes? *Tailoring your shoes 
to suit your needs/desires, whether it is the aesthetics, comfort or performance (please see booklet 
for reference) 
 
 
Yes   No 
 
 
If you answered ‘No’ please state a reason why 
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If you answered ‘Yes’ to the previous question, please complete the following questions 
 
 
20. Which aspects of your running shoes would you be interested in personalising?  
Please circle an answer for each aspect. If you can think of another aspect you would like to personalise, 
please list and grade in the ‘Other’ sections provided 
 
 
N
o
t 
a
t 
a
ll 
In
te
re
st
ed
 
N
o
t 
V
er
y 
In
te
re
st
ed
 
N
eu
tr
a
l 
Q
u
it
e 
In
te
re
st
ed
 
V
er
y 
In
te
re
st
ed
 
 
Support 1 2 3 4 5 Don’t Know 
Fit 1 2 3 4 5 Don’t Know 
Comfort 1 2 3 4 5 Don’t Know 
Aesthetics 1 2 3 4 5 Don’t Know 
   Colours 1 2 3 4 5 Don’t Know 
   Design 1 2 3 4 5 Don’t Know 
   Personal Text 1 2 3 4 5 Don’t Know 
   Logos/Flags 1 2 3 4 5 Don’t Know 
Other  
____________________ 
1 2 3 4 5 Don’t Know 
Other 
____________________ 
1 2 3 4 5 Don’t Know 
 
 
 
21. What percentage premium would you pay, in comparison with standard running 
shoes, if you could personalise your running shoes exactly as you desired?  
 
 
No premium  0 – 5  6 – 10  11 – 20 21 – 30 
 
31 – 50 51 – 70 71 – 100 100+ 
 
 
Please state a reason for your answer 
 
 
_______________________________________________________________________ 
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SUPPORT BOOKLET 
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APPENDIX J 
Main Study Online Questionnaire 
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ONLINE QUESTIONNAIRE 
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APPENDIX K 
Main Study Results 
Written Answers to Focus Group Round Robin Statements 
Focus Group Running Shoe Use Questionnaire Results 
Focus Group Attitudinal Scaling Exercise Results 
Participant Reasons for Online Questionnaire Selections 
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WRITTEN ANSWERS TO FOCUS GROUP ROUND ROBIN STATEMENT 
 
MALE RUNNERS 
STATEMENT 1: Where do you buy your running shoes and why? 
PARTICIPANT ANSWER 
A General sports stores or internet sites. 
B Internet, best price. 
C 
Warwick Sports – Local Outlet. Prefer it because they stock the same trainers I always 
have. 
D 
Hockeywarehouse – (always buy Asics), because I get a very large discount through my 
girlfriend’s mum. 
E Usually specialist retailer but if I know it fits etc, then online. 
F General sports retailer e.g. JJB, they have a large range and a variety of prices to suit me. 
 
 
STATEMENT 2: Please name your favourite running shoe brand and a reason why you 
like them  
PARTICIPANT ANSWER 
A Asics; comfortable, good brand, always had them. 
B Asics; comfortable, good quality. 
C Asics; only trainers I have had that last. 
D Asics; good quality, good science/research, comfortable & supportive of my injuries. 
E Don’t really have a favourite. 
F Asics; good quality. 
 
 
STATEMENT 3: Running shoes could be improved by…  
PARTICIPANT ANSWER 
A Wider range of designs/styles 
B Exact fitting 
C Lasting comfort 
D Lasting longer! 
E Making them cheaper 
F Lasting longer 
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STATEMENT 4: The things that influence me when I’m buying running shoes are… 
PARTICIPANT ANSWER 
A Trust-worthy brand and price 
B Price, fit, comfort, weight 
C Brand, price, comfort, durability 
D The research and technology behind the shoe 
E Fit, stability, comfort 
F Comfort, recognisable brand, stability, price 
 
 
FEMALE RUNNERS 
STATEMENT 1: Where do you buy your running shoes and why? 
Participant Answer 
A 
Larger sports stores (JJB/Sport Chek (Canada)) because I feel less pressured by sales 
people when compared to shopping in speciality shops (i.e. Running Fox). 
B I buy them from an online shop: Start Fitness, because they are in my price range 
C Start Fitness or a running shop in London as my friend gives me them for free! 
D If I need to buy, big shops (however, often I get sponsored by XXX brand) 
 
STATEMENT 2: Please name your favourite running shoe brand and a reason why you 
like them  
PARTICIPANT ANSWER 
A Asics: they fit my narrow feet the best & are in my price range 
B Adidas: because they have good solid support and suit my style of running 
C Nike: Comfort, also because they suit my running style 
D Asics: they fit my wide feet quite well (not perfectly though) 
 
STATEMENT 3: Running shoes could be improved by…  
PARTICIPANT ANSWER 
A Having more size choices i.e. with width. 
B Making them more light weight and attractive designs and colours. 
C 
More aesthetically pleasing. More affordable. Built in orthotics for people who have 
‘flat feet’. 
D More cushioning and light weight. 
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STATEMENT 4: The things that influence me when I’m buying running shoes are… 
PARTICIPANT ANSWER 
A Price: I choose shoes that are in my price range. 
B 
I always buy the same make and style, so the comfort and the fact that they suit my 
style influences which ones I buy. 
C Are they suitable for people who pronate? Price to some extent. 
D Brand image (reputation). 
 
 
MALE NON RUNNERS 
STATEMENT 1: Where do you buy your running shoes and why? 
PARTICIPANT ANSWER 
A Purchase from Adidas store, Germany 
B Most likely buy shoes from JJB, JD sports (cheap) 
C Large sports retailers, large reductions in price 
D Sports retailer, due to discount prices and vast selection 
E Large retailer for choice/small discount store 
F 
Running shoe store – like to have the salesperson qualify the sale and explain the relative 
merits 
 
 
STATEMENT 2: Please name your favourite running shoe brand and a reason why you 
like them  
PARTICIPANT ANSWER 
A Adidas (contractual obligations!) Also rate Saucony, Brooks, Mizuno, Asics 
B Asics; comfy, renowned for running (simplicity of shoes) 
C Reebok; quality shoe and normally cheaper than other leading brands 
D Nike, vast selection of styles to suit tastes, quality brand 
E 
New Balance (Only ones I have had) – have held together and are comfortable, fairly 
cheap 
F 
Saucony; superior fit for feet with wide tarsal region and narrow heel (+ respect the 
marketing) 
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STATEMENT 3: Running shoes could be improved by…  
PARTICIPANT ANSWER 
A Selling/making them cheaper 
B Designed for individual runner (e.g. high arch, flat footed…) 
C 
Comfort, materials perhaps to increase shoe/product life, perhaps think of life cycle i.e. 
recycling 
D Better grip, longer lasting grip, price reduction 
E Customisable insole/design, reduced cost 
F Lighter. More durable (or give indicator of degradation of performance), lower cost 
 
STATEMENT 4: The things that influence me when I’m buying running shoes are… 
PARTICIPANT ANSWER 
A Cost, aesthetic, designed for pronator 
B Bend point along midsole 
C Cost, comfort of shoe, thickness of sole & grip 
D Weight of shoe, comfort, style & look, price, material 
E Cost, comfort, shape of sole (curved to aid running?) 
F Fit, stability, cost, aesthetics, weight/efficiency 
 
FEMALE NON RUNNERS 
STATEMENT 1: Where do you buy your running shoes and why? 
Participant Answer 
A 
Usually any sports store, JJB etc, student prices, but I am looking into buying trainers 
online, specifically for running 
B 
Online through various stores, as I choose a brand/make that I know will fit & have worn 
before 
C JJB as it is convenient in town, but no particular reason other than that 
D 
Alexandra sports – a small private shop. They are trained to help chose shoes which suit 
your needs 
 
STATEMENT 2: Please name your favourite running shoe brand and a reason why you 
like them  
Participant Answer 
A Nike – I have used their brand for a number of sports, find them very versatile 
B Nike – because of the Nike Free 
C New Balance  
D Nike – I find them most supportive and comfortable 
 
APPENDIX K 
 
527 
STATEMENT 3: Running shoes could be improved by…  
Participant Answer 
A 
Improving the flexibility of the tread for outdoor, multi terrain running (when it is too firm 
the shoe contacts awkwardly with rocks etc) 
B The ‘waterproofing’ properties when running in wet conditions 
C 
Making them more breathable, or ‘anti-sweat’ – nothing worse than getting really sweaty 
feet 
D More comfort at the balls of your feet 
 
STATEMENT 4: The things that influence me when I’m buying running shoes are… 
Participant Answer 
A Flexibility of the sole, cushioning of the heel, amount of torsional support and grip 
B How the shoes make my feet look e.g. smaller rather than bigger, the brand of the shoe 
C Cost & also how it looks when they’re on – not too flashy but not too dull 
D How supportive they are, especially round my ankles, comfort and price 
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FOCUS GROUP RUNNING SHOE USE QUESTIONNAIRE RESULTS 
 
MALE RUNNERS 
ACTIVITY 
Selected by 
Participant 
No. of times 
selected 
Running A, B, C, D, E, F 6 
Wear to place of work/study  0 
Fitness Walking D 1 
Hiking  0 
Gym A, B, C, D, F 5 
Shopping  0 
Household tasks  0 
Dancing   0 
Wear to social events  0 
Play other Sports A, C, D, F 4 
Rowing C 1 
Rugby training on rubber 
crumb 
D 1 
Indoor Sports D 1 
Indoor Football F 1 
Other activities A, C, F 3 
 
FEMALE RUNNERS 
ACTIVITY 
Selected by 
Participant 
No. of times 
selected 
Running A, B, C, D 4 
Wear to place of work/study D 1 
Fitness Walking  0 
Hiking A 1 
Gym B, C, D 3 
Shopping A, D 2 
Household tasks  0 
Dancing   0 
Wear to social events  0 
Play other Sports B, D 2 
Inter-Mural Sports B 1 
Sports Coaching B 1 
Tennis D 1 
Walking D 1 
Other activities  0 
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MALE NON RUNNERS 
ACTIVITY 
Selected by 
Participant 
No. of times 
selected 
Running A, B, C, D, E, F 6 
Wear to place of work/study A, B, E, F 4 
Fitness Walking B, F 2 
Hiking C, F 2 
Gym C, D, F 3 
Shopping B, C, E, F 4 
Household tasks A, E, F 3 
Dancing   0 
Wear to social events B 1 
Play other Sports A, B, C, F 4 
Indoor Cricket training A 1 
Tennis C 1 
Other activities  0 
 
 
FEMALE NON RUNNERS 
ACTIVITY 
Selected by 
Participant 
No. of times 
selected 
Running A 1 
Wear to place of work/study A, C, D 3 
Fitness Walking  0 
Hiking  0 
Gym A, B, C, D 4 
Shopping C, D 2 
Household tasks  0 
Dancing   0 
Wear to social events  0 
Play other Sports A, C, D 3 
Squash A, C 2 
Netball A, D 2 
Warm up for Rugby A 1 
Badminton D 1 
Volleyball D 1 
Other activities  0 
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ATTITUDINAL SCALING RESULTS 
Mean of ratings awarded in each session 
 
MALE RUNNERS 
CATEGORY 
SHOE 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
Comfort 44.8 74.8 15.0 75.8 80.2 67.0 
Attractiveness 30.2 59.2 6.8 67.7 72.7 53.5 
Practicality 57.2 74.7 40.2 73.0 77.3 66.0 
Expense 59.2 78.7 29.0 60.7 69.8 76.0 
Durability 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
 
FEMALE RUNNERS 
CATEGORY 
SHOE 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
Comfort 46.8 67.3 45.0 85.5 65.0 25.8 
Attractiveness 40.0 57.3 17.8 86.0 45.3 21.5 
Practicality 70.5 63.3 61.0 84.8 66.0 49.5 
Expense 37.0 70.3 17.8 74.5 68.5 69.3 
Durability 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
 
MALE NON RUNNERS 
CATEGORY 
SHOE 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
Comfort 52.7 65.5 39.7 74.0 61.7 62.3 
Attractiveness 54.5 57.7 39.0 60.2 48.0 31.0 
Practicality 67.5 62.2 56.0 60.2 50.8 58.0 
Expense 59.3 72.5 36.3 54.7 62.7 80.2 
Durability 67.7 65.8 61.0 70.7 49.5 83.2 
 
 
FEMALE NON RUNNERS 
CATEGORY 
SHOE 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
Comfort 49.8 62.3 53.5 53.3 78.3 54.5 
Attractiveness 53.8 58.8 15.8 47.3 65.8 35.0 
Practicality 64.5 73.3 21.3 60.0 65.5 80.0 
Expense 53.8 56.8 25.8 58.5 57.5 80.0 
Durability 81.3 76.0 38.3 61.5 56.5 82.8 
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PARTICIPANT REASONS FOR ONLINE QUESTIONNAIRE SELECTIONS 
 
1. When selecting your shoe did you find the information provided for each shoe was… 
- Just Right (15 out of 22 possible reasons provided) 
 
1 Easy to use and follow 
2 You want some information when your choosing shoes but not too much. After all, they are not 
the most technical of items - you put them on your feet and then move your legs! 
3 Any more probably would have been unnecessary/overwhelming 
4 The information is about right though much of it is techno babble and totally meaningless to 
consumers 
5 It was! 
6 It is interesting to get the design concept about the shoes 
7 Had the price and a screen shot,that was enough. 
8 A few brief concise bullet points conveying all that is required. 
9 It said the name of the show and the best conditions to wear it in 
10 Pretty easy to navigate and work out. Got confused on the iD bit though. 
11 Gives you the right amount of info without getting too technical and boring. 
12 There was enough info on the shoes themselves. I typically choose running shoes based on looks 
so I didn't require much information about the shoes themselves. 
13 It said what the shoe can be worn for and what conditions it is most suitable in 
14 It is so easy to do work 
15 Use of shoe described well 
 
- Not Enough (17 out of 19 possible reasons provided) 
 
1 Didn't realise there WAS any info about each shoe, other than name and price! 
2 Didn't look into the shoe specification, was more about which felt comfiest 
3 I don't know what each specification (i.e. navina, zoom moise, etc) mean 
4 Initially too many shoes to choose from, couldn't see any information on the difference between 
models -only noticeable difference was style. 
5 It only tells me the name, type, and the price. There is no information about what colour, material, 
or size are available. Maybe they can show more design examples for each type. 
6 Not enough info on differences between the different trainers. 
7 They did not explain why some shoes cost more than others. 
8 Other customer's opinions might have been helpful 
9 I didn’t actually notice any information on the shoe, just picked the ones i preferred based on how 
they looked. 
10 Nothing on fit or size 
11 Not enough info on the suitability - high arch, flat etc 
12 There was no immediate information about the shoe's benefits to running. 
13 Wanted more information on who the shoe was most suitable for - e.g. weight of runner, for speed 
or endurance running (e.g. suitable if training for 400m, 10k, marathon etc., pronation bias of shoe, 
technology employed in shoe, waterproofing qualities etc..) 
14 Hard to see the features of the shoe when selecting which type. 
15 There was hardly any info at all! 
16 Gave me no idea why there are different shoe types and what they are designed for 
17 I wanted more options on colours, but they could not provide me 
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2. Did you find that the system for designing the shoes was… 
- Easy to Use  (17 out of 20 possible reasons provided) 
 
1 Easy to use 
2 Very simple system to follow 
3 Maybe it's because I have used similar systems before. If I hadn't, or hadn't even used a computer, 
I may have given a different answer. 
4 Logical flow of menu system, use of audio aids when section is complete and you can move onto 
next section is also helpful 
5 Self-explanatory 
6 The system is intuitive and given its limited range of customisation very easy to use 
7 Straight forward and easy! 
8 Genius. 
9 It was simple and easy to follow with nothing too complicated 
10 The percentage gauge was useful so you know when you've done everything 
11 Just click to change, does it get any easier. 
12 The instructions were very clear on the website 
13 Intuitive 
14 It's not complicated and doesn't have too many functions. 
15 It was easy to navigate and the drop down list saying what was left to complete was useful. 
16 Each bit broken down and easy to change colours 
17 I designed quite quickly, even because there weren’t many options available for colours. 
 
- Quite Easy to Use  (8 out of 11 possible reasons provided) 
 
1 Because the only thing I need to do is choose one part of the shoes and then pick a colour. Maybe 
it will be a little difficult for people who don't familiar with computers (like my parents). 
2 Only found the drop down menu of "what's left" right at the end 
3 You could just click on the area of the shoe you wanted to change, plus I've used it before. The 
drop down menu of what was left to do would have been better if it was out all the time. 
4 Bit confusing as there were different systems for different shoes 
5 Intuitive 
6 You just clicked and chose a colour. Easy. But couldn’t change the tongue image. 
7 More instructions could have been useful, i.e. take you through piece by piece, but it was fairly 
quick and easy. 
8 Clicking on the shoe subsection seems quite intuitive 
 
- Just Right  (3 out of 8 possible reasons provided) 
 
1 I use Nike id system many times 
2 It was straight forward 
3 The drop down menu for what's left to do was helpful. 
 
- Quite Difficult to Use  (2 out of 2 possible reasons provided) 
 
1 No idea where to start at first, once realise that could roll mouse over and click that way was fine, 
but not intuitive to get started with 
2 It was difficult to figure out where to start making choices for the shoes. The colours of the 
website made it difficult to read. The black background and the grey writing was confusing. 
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3. Did you think that the number of colour/pattern choices on offer were… 
- Too Much  (1 out of 2 possible reasons provided) 
 
1 Too many choices, some which did not give me a full range of colours which I liked so I had to pick 
one even though I didn't like it. 
 
- Just Right  (9 out of 17 possible reasons provided) 
 
1 There were plenty of options 
2 There seems to be a colour way for everybody. 
3 No issue 
4 It gave you enough options to create your own shoe without being ridiculous 
5 There was plenty of choice 
6 
There is plenty, however for some parts of the shoes the range is smaller which can limit 
somewhat. 
7 Made a shoe I liked 
8 
The colours were all coordinated so I wouldn't of wanted any others or my trainers might of 
turned out horrifically! 
9 Fantastic 
 
- Not Enough  (18 out of 22 possible reasons provided) 
 
1 Like I said, I wanted different colours that the one offered. 
2 More colours would have been good 
3 There were more colours available for some areas than others - I would like to be able to choose 
anything I wanted. Also when I tried to pick my ID, it said what I wanted didn't conform to their 
personalisation standards, even though I had followed their instructions. I only had a quick look, 
but couldn't figure out what was wrong! 
4 Sometimes very restrictive. The designs/flags for the tongue were limited. 
5 I would have appreciated more shades of colours. They only seemed to have really bold colours. 
6 Soles and some parts only gave 2 options, and some parts had colours that wouldn’t fit my colour 
scheme. not a patch on the Puma Mongolian shoe BBQ. 
7 Limited colours. No pattern choices found. 
8 Some colours were too bright, nut no paler alternative 
9 There were enough colours for me, but it would be better if there were more choices (e.g. purple) 
10 Obviously there could be a larger selection of colours. 
11 More special colours(only in Nike id) will better. 
12 I wanted more variation but it was not available although this could make the process more 
complicated. 
13 Not enough shades 
14 I can't always find the colour that I want. 
15 I can see why there has to be some limitation to what is possible but the biggest annoyance is the 
fact that the same shades/tones are not available for each part of the shoe, so you cannot always 
match colours exactly. 
16 There is no other sole colour, just black 
17 The number of colours was plenty but the number of patterns was limited. 
18 A good choice, but more colours could have made it more personal still 
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4. Do you think that the shoes are… 
- Just Right  (9 out of 7 possible reasons provided) 
 
1 Absolutely no idea if I'm honest, but that wasn't an option! 
2 I would have to save up but would be willing to spend it on a pair of shoes I could call my own 
3 Variety 
4 Its pretty much the going rate for shoes. 
5 Possibly too expensive but I would have to wear them to actually find out if they were 
comfortable and, more importantly, durable enough. 
6 Nike are usually more expensive than other brands but feel better quality 
7 ...although I tend to buy last year's model at a lower price. Also have had poor experiences of 
Nike running shoes so tend to avoid now. 
 
- A little too expensive  (14 out of 22 possible reasons provided) 
 
1 Wouldn't normally spend that much on trainers 
2 I feel that fashion/image is more responsible for the price than anything else.... How much does it 
really cost to sew a few bits of material together? You could replace ALL your counter-top 
appliances in your kitchen with this sort of money! 
3 £130 is too expensive even with customisation. I would pay it if I did much running but it is way 
overinflated. 
4 If I got 100 pounds spare, I will rather buy a flight ticket. 
5 They have very little technical aspects to them to justify the price 
6 For non-athletes or serious runners/sportspeople the prices are a little off-putting 
7 I don't use them enough. 
8 Bit pricy for just having my name on the side. also a bit of a pretentious thing anyway. 
9 They are quite pricy 
10 Not a priority 
11 £95 for running shoes is too much! 
12 But then Nike shoes are always a bit more expensive than other brands 
13 It's nice to be able to customise them, but I would generally pay less for a pair of running shoes. 
14 I doubt that I would do this for real, quite expensive for what I see as a functional product. (i.e. you 
are paying for aesthetics that I am not that fussed about) 
 
- Too expensive  (10 out of 10 possible reasons provided) 
 
1 You can buy a good brand running shoes for 90GBP, therefore paying 40GBP for my preferences 
is too much... 
2 But I'm not over sporty so wouldn't spend this much 
3 Way too much to pay for a pair of trainers 
4 The production costs of these shoes are so much lower compared to the prices they are sold for. 
5 The Nike shoes in the UK are really expensive. there is no discount if I buy them via internet. 
6 On a student budget!! 
7 Wouldn't pay that much for running shoes 
8 There is no way that in this day and age, the shoes should be costing on some trainers 25% more 
than the RRP. 
9 I would never pay this much for a pair of shoes. The are about twice the amount I would normally 
pay. I like the idea of customising shoes but I would never pay extra for the service. 
10 No shoe should be more than £60-70 
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5. Would you use this service? 
- Definitely Not  (4 out of 4 possible reasons provided) 
 
1 Not really into running shoes 
2 Too expensive for my budget 
3 I like to see/feel them 
4 They are too expensive and I am not really bothered about its design. 
 
- Probably Not  (6 out of 9 possible reasons provided) 
 
1 I might use it (to design a bespoke set of running shoes as a present) - but unlikely as I am 
unfortunately not affluent enough! 
2 Because the price is too high for me. 
3 Too expensive and don’t wear trainers enough to make use of it. 
4 Probably only for someone else - Christmas gift 
5 It seems like too much hassle and I would never want to wait 4 weeks to receive my shoes. 
6 Past experience of Nike running shoes. Willing to give them another go if the price is good or any 
freebies going!! 
 
- Maybe  (13 out of 17 possible reasons provided) 
 
1 Like the idea of personalising, but don't usually spend that much on trainers 
2 If the price is lower I would definitely use it. 
3 Makes your trainers more unique and individual which is good. 
4 Tend to use Asics! 
5 I will use Nike id when I have some special events to memory. e.g. Pass the varsity trail. 
6 Would only use this if I had tried the type of trainer on before in a shop, as it is a lot of money to 
spend on something which you may not be happy with when you actually get it 
7 I would probably consider getting a pair of NikeIDs if I could afford them. 
8 If I was to buy running shoes I would want quality and may as well design them to how I want 
them. 
9 It is nice being able to choose my own colours on a shoe. It is also hard for me to find shoes in stock 
in my size at the shops 
10 Probably rather have some Vans or pumas. they have better customising options... and cheaper 
11 I might use it if I had stumbled across some extra money, I like the idea of customising your 
trainers but it is too expensive and that would be what put me off. 
12 If I felt like personalising shoes I would use it but it is expensive. 
13 Only if I had a lot of spare cash to throw at them! 
 
- Probably (8 out of 11 possible reasons provided) 
 
1 Again, if I was into running I might buy one pair and see if their longevity matched the price. 
2 The idea of having custom shoes is pretty sweet. Especially with Nike, I usually dislike them due to 
terrible colour combo's. 
3 If I wanted to be unique and possibly stand-out. 
4 I have used the Nike ID service before and would consider using it again. 
5 You can create individual shoes and colour combinations. 
6 It saves the need for searching about and settling on something that is not exactly what you want. 
7 I like being able to order the colour scheme I like and in the size I want. 
8 But shoes need to be cheaper and also have other shoes rather than the "gimmicky" ranges 
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ESTABLISHING SPECIFICATION REQUIREMENTS 
 
Defining the Product Specification  
Type of Shoe 
The largest selling type of running shoes are performance running shoes, 
predominately stability and cushioning shoes. These have a four times larger market 
share than the next largest category, trail running shoes (NPD Group, 2008). They 
were, therefore, defined as the type of shoes around which the service should initially 
be developed.  
 
Shoe Perception 
Developing the shoes to convey the correct image is critical to the potential success of 
the service; consumers may claim that the footwear’s aesthetics is not a priority, 
however, the studies showed that participants made judgments based on the shoes’ 
appearance. When considering the shoes’ appearance the aim was to elicit the 
following cognitive responses (Crilly et al., 2004) from the consumer: 
- Aesthetic: the shoes should be thought of as attractive but not at the expense 
of the functionality.  
- Semantic: the shoes should be perceived as practical, durable and, to a lesser 
extent, lightweight.  
- Symbolic: the shoes should appear as if they are used by someone who likes to 
stay fit. 
Developing the footwear to elicit these responses allows the consumer to experience 
socio and ideo-pleasure (Jordan, 2000). Socio pleasure from the feeling that they are 
part of a select group and ideo pleasure from the symbolic representation of the shoe 
and how they believe they will be perceived when wearing the footwear, e.g. someone 
who likes to exercise and cares about their feet.  
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Type of Personalisation 
Allowing the consumer to personalise their desired aspects of the product is essential; 
an inappropriate offering can result in failure of the service (Piller et al., 2004).  
Comfort and Support 
The primary aim of the service was to deliver running shoes that offered improved 
comfort and support when compared to currently available alternatives. During the 
studies, both comfort and support were consistently rated of high importance to 
participants, particularly runners, in running shoes, reinforcing similar findings in the 
literature (Collazzo, 1988; Marti, 1989; Stuhlfaut and Sullivan, 2007). Participants were 
also most interested in personalising the comfort and support of their shoe. The 
number of running shoes sold, 92 million pairs in the United States in 2008 (NPD 
Group, 2008) and the percentage of runners wearing orthotics, between 10 and 20% 
(Stuhlfaut and Sullivan, 2007; Babb, 2008; Section 7.4.4) demonstrates that there is a 
sizeable potential market for this focus.  
 
The current personalisation services offer the consumer no unique comfort and 
support options (see Yessin, 2008; Section 7.4.5). It is important that this service 
delivers footwear that offers improved comfort and support over a standard 
equivalent shoe, allowing the consumer to produce a truly unique shoe; if they do not 
perceive a benefit to using the personalisation service, the risk of failure is increased 
(Corcoran, 2004).  Producing an innovative shoe, designed to fit the individual 
consumers, would deliver the associated physio-pleasure and also maximise the 
potential that the supplier can develop a market share within a potentially saturated 
market (Berger and Piller, 2003). Additive manufacturing offers the potential to deliver 
footwear tailored to individuals (see Section 2.10).  
 
The level and type of comfort and performance personalisation offered and the 
methods employed to specify these choices was to be developed in collaboration with 
the researcher focusing on biomechanics and anthropometry (work package 7) of the 
E2HS project.  
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Aesthetics 
It was clear from the research that although aesthetics were of less interest than the 
comfort and support options to participants they still were of importance; some level 
of aesthetic choice was desirable. The choices provided, and the manner in which they 
were presented, needed to satisfy consumers while minimising the chance that they 
would make a decision which they later regret (Yessin, 2008) or a selection that may 
damage the brand (Piller and Berger, 2003).  
 
The most popular colours selected during the questionnaire were those that could be 
considered normal conservative running shoe colours: blue, white, red and black (see 
Section 7.4.2). There was, however, strong interest in less conventional colours as well, 
for example, yellow, orange and purple. In the focus groups the desired aesthetics of 
running shoes varied greatly, underlining the importance of offering a range of colours. 
Many of the participants that completed the online questionnaire desired more colour 
and pattern choices than the NikeiD service offered, however from this sample, many 
of these would not necessarily purchase running shoes.  It was determined that the 
service should offer a variety of aesthetic choices but most importantly, the key 
conservative colours.  
 
Weight of Shoe 
The potential weight of the shoes offered by this service was established as between 
100 and 450 grams. Many individuals from the research desired a lighter shoe; the 
lightest current road running shoes weigh around 140 grams (see Section 3.2). Offering 
a shoe below 100 grams was impractical and may put off consumers that are 
concerned about the durability of the shoe, a regular purchase influence in the studies. 
Current running shoes do not appear to exceed 450 grams and no demand was 
uncovered for a heavier shoe.  
 
Price 
It was identified in the literature review that variable premiums are charged by the 
different sportswear companies for personalised footwear, generally, between 15% 
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and 40% in comparison to the same standard product. From the data gathered within 
the literature, people were willing to pay between 10% and 30% for personalised 
footwear and, in some cases, higher (see Section 3.10), although these results related 
to the aesthetic personalisation of dress shoes. The participants from the studies 
believed the current services to be too expensive; the majority thinking that a 10% 
premium was more appropriate. A price of between £61 and £81 was identified as the 
most desirable price for non personalised footwear and the importance of having 
shoes at a range of price points highlighted. The price of the product should be 
perceived good value for money, when considering the options and features offered 
(Chamberlain, 1962). 
 
 
Defining the Service Specification 
Location  
It has already been established that comfort and support are often the most important 
factors to consumers when purchasing running shoes, particularly those that run. 
During the research the importance of trying on running shoes before buying them, 
with the aid of the retail assistant’s advice, was identified (Stuhlfaut and Sullivan, 2007; 
Section 7.4.1). Most of the current sports footwear personalisation services are based 
online and the majority are focused primarily on aesthetics. Targeting this gap in the 
market the service was defined as, primarily, store based; maximising the sales 
potential by meeting consumer need. The internet was not discounted as an option for 
subsequent orders of the shoes, or for making final design decisions, as it is rapidly 
increasing in popularity as a method for purchasing sports footwear (Mintel Marketing 
Intelligence, 2008) and allows privacy and time for difficult choices. It was considered 
that the service could provide discounts for subsequent orders of shoes, using the 
internet. The process employed in store was to be established with the assistance of 
an researcher in biomechanics and anthropometry from the E2HS project (work 
package 7). 
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Consumer Interaction  
Utilising the retail staff effectively is essential, however, during the interviews it was 
identified that the advice dispensed varied between different specialist stores (see 
Section 7.4.1); they should receive standardised training. This would hopefully help 
ensure that the consumer receives suitable footwear, and minimise the associated 
injury risk.  
 
Advice from the retail staff is important to help increase consumer confidence in their 
potential purchase, however, it was implied in the research, that there are points 
where their interaction may be less suitable. Many participants preferred privacy when 
making certain selections, such as the aesthetics for their shoes. Utilising the retail 
staff to capture personal data, for example, name, contact details, may also be 
inappropriate; it is a repetitive task. In these instances the implementation of a toolkit 
appears to be appropriate; it accurately captures data, provides privacy and control to 
the consumer and allows the retail staff to be employed at more appropriate stages 
i.e. measurement capture to specify a personalised shoe.  
 
Time taken  
In the specialist running stores visited as part of this research the staff spend around 
20 minutes with a customer; a time that appears to suit both the majority of the 
participants form the studies and the staff. The store that charges for a fitting service 
allows 50 minutes per appointment, which has to be booked in advance. It was 
concluded that unless the service charges for the fitting, the in store element of the 
service, should be able to be completed comfortably within 20 minutes. Yessin’s study 
(2008) showed that when consumers are personalising running shoes they may want 
to spend far in advance of 20 minutes, particularly with the aesthetic elements. To try 
and ensure the consumer satisfaction, it was necessary that they should be able to 
complete certain stages of the process without the retail staff, using the toolkit, and 
allowing them to take their time to make selections. Some sections may even be 
possible remotely, using the internet. 
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Experience  
Pine and Gilmore’s key principles to design for experience (1998), explored in Chapter 
4, provide a framework to specifying how the service can deliver an enjoyable 
experience.  
Theme the experience 
A strong, consistent theme was required (Pine and Gilmore, 1998). Herd et al. (2007) 
felt that the Puma Mongolian Shoe BBQ website theme was strong (see Figure 1), 
however it wasn’t matched by the physical in store offering. The NikeiD website is 
simple, with a dark theme, allowing the shoes to stand out (see Figure 2). This 
approach is also adapted by the in store service (see Figure 3); despite a simpler theme 
than Puma, the cohesion is better, delivering a more consistent and enjoyable 
experience. 
 
 
Figure 1 |The Puma Mongolian Shoe BBQ theme was strong (Puma, 2009) 
 
 
Figure 2 | The NikeiD toolkit theme is simple (Nike, 2011a) 
APPENDIX L 
 
545 
 
Figure 3 | The in store theme of the NikeiD matches well with the online toolkit 
 
Harmonise impressions with positive cues  
Retail staff should make the consumers feel comfortable and ensure that they feel an 
integral part of the experience, consulting them at each step of the process or even 
providing them with the control of the process, through a toolkit, Nike’s in store 
service provides a good example of interacting suitably with the consumer (see Section 
7.4.5). This in turn may allow them to receive ideo-pleasure, drawing pride, feeling 
that they had undertaken something special (Herd et al., 2010). Additionally, during 
any wait for shoes to be delivered, it was important that contact was maintained with 
the consumer and insecurities were minimised; sending e-mails on the progress of 
their order, providing personalised business cards and allowing them to share their 
final designs with others are examples.  How some of the current personalisation 
services deal with this wait was identified as a major flaw (Yessin, 2008).  
 
Eliminate negative cues 
Positive language should be employed by the staff and the toolkit so not to unduly 
worry the consumer about any decisions but instead to make them feel they will run 
more effectively, look better etc. Conversely, negative language should be avoided 
when decisions are made. For example, Herd (2007) paid for her shoes after using the 
Puma Mongolian Shoe BBQ service and was provided with a receipt that featured large 
text emphasising that all decisions are final. This increased her insecurities about the 
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purchase and does not need to be emphasised. Positive language, for example, 
‘Thanks for your order, enjoy your shoes’ may have been preferable. 
 
Engage all five senses 
The consumer should be able to effectively try on the shoe that they are going to buy 
without having already made the purchase, or a sample that is as close as possible, 
many participants may be hesitant to purchase the shoes otherwise (Piller, 2002). This 
may also, potentially, reduce the number of returns. Consumers should be allowed to 
feel and see samples of the shoe components before they make their final selections. 
 
Consumer Support 
The research gathered in the main study demonstrated that some participants were 
making poor decisions when selecting running shoes that, in certain instances, may 
have been increasing their injury risk. Yessin (2008) found that some of her 
participants regretted their purchases and others struggled to make selections because 
they didn’t receive enough advice. There is an indication, therefore, that consumers 
are not getting enough support with their selections. It was important that the service 
supported the consumer enabling them to make confident selections. Support may be 
provided in the form of help from retail staff, within the toolkit, or enabling the 
consumer to receive feedback from friends and family. 
 
Environment  
The environment provided by current specialist running stores is desirable to many 
individuals; consumers are happy for retail staff to engage with them as, in most cases, 
they are there to seek their advice and use their service. As established in Chapter 4, it 
was important that the service was prominently displayed within the store 
environment and the product choices/examples were easily accessible allowing 
potential consumers’ interest levels to be raised (Broniarczyk, 2008). Clear product 
labelling was also necessary, with their variations clearly defined, helping to display the 
differences between the potential choices afforded by the service (Bettman, Luce and 
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Payne, 1998). In a current store environment it is often difficult to tell between shoes 
without the retail assistant’s advice (see Figure 5). As established previously, retail staff 
are important, however it was decided that it would potentially encourage more 
business if a consumer could make a start in identifying shoes of interest without their 
assistance. This is particularly useful when the store is busy. 
 
 
Figure 5 | Running shoe display in specialist running store 
 
Music was not to be utilised; it was not present in any of the visited specialist running 
stores. Its appeal is subjective (Peck and Childers, 2008) and as the target market is 
likely to include a wide range of consumers it is best avoided. There were limited data 
found in the literature for the appropriate store colour; the colour blue created the 
most positive and attractive environment for purchasing (Crowley, 1993), other 
extreme wavelength colours may have a similar effect; further research is required. 
 
Herd (2007) experienced problems with the Puma Mongolian Shoe BBQ in store 
service sometimes being left in a state of disarray. It was necessary that any service’s 
components were organised and presented so that they could not become so 
disorganised that they were difficult for consumers to use.  
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INFORMATION REQUIRED FOR THE PRODUCT CONCEPT 
In this section, the information that requires capturing to define the customers’ 
personalised footwear is detailed. 
 
Store Fitting Measurements 
Listed in Table 1 is a range of measurements that may be taken by a member of staff 
during a store fitting process to help specify personalised footwear; these have been 
identified from the work undertaken by the researchers in biomechanics and 
anthropometry (WP7). Once these measurements have been taken some simple 
calculations enable the individual’s feet to be further classified. These are also detailed 
in this section. These measurements can be carried out using an anthropometer, 
callipers and a tape. 
 
Table 1 | Potential Measurements to aid store fitting process 
MEASUREMENT 
- All mm unless stated PROCEDURE REASON 
BODY WEIGHT (kg) 
The mass of the individual. Measured 
in KGs. 
To calculate the Relative Arch 
Deformation (RAD) 
Establish inclusion/exclusion 
criteria 
FOOT LENGTH 
The most posterior portion of the 
calcaneus to the end of the most 
anterior digit (hallux or 2
nd
 digit) (see 
figure 1) 
To select a suitable size for the 
demonstration and personalised 
shoe.  
ARCH HEIGHT LOADED 
(AH) 
Measurement of the arch height taken 
from a loaded position (90% of weight 
bearing) (see figure 2) 
To calculate the Relative Arch 
Deformation (RAD) 
ARCH HEIGHT UNLOADED 
(AHU) 
Measurement of the arch height taken 
from an unloaded position (10% of 
weight bearing) (see figure 2) 
To calculate the Relative Arch 
Deformation (RAD) 
DORSUM HEIGHT 
Floor to the top of the foot at 50% of 
foot length (see figure 3) 
To specify correct upper 
dimensions for personalised shoe 
HALLUX HEIGHT 
Floor to the superior surface of the 
hallux (see figure 4) 
To specify correct upper 
dimensions for personalised shoe 
METATARSOPHALANGEAL 
JOINT (MPJ) HEIGHT 
Floor to the superior point of the 1
st
 
joint (see figure 5) 
To specify correct upper 
dimensions for personalised shoe 
HEEL GIRTH 
Measured encompassing the dorsum 
and the point of distal heel contact on 
the standing surface (see figure 6) 
To establish suitable width of 
demonstration and personalised 
shoe 
MPJ GIRTH 
Measured encompassing the 
metatarsal tibiae and fibular (see figure 
7) 
To establish suitable width of 
demonstration and personalised 
shoe 
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Figure 1 | Foot length measurement 
 
 
 
Figure 2 | The foot with the arch loaded and unloaded 
 
 
 
Figure 3 | Dorsum height measurement 
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Figure 4 | Hallux height measurement 
 
 
Figure 5 | MPJ height measurement 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 6 | Heel girth measurement 
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Figure 7 | MPJ girth measurement 
 
Relative Arch Deformation Measurement 
 
massbodyAHU
AHAHU
RAD
410





 
  
Figure 8 | Equation for Relative Arch Deformation 
 
The above calculation (see Figure 8) will help to establish the stiffness of the material 
required supporting the individual’s arch. They individuals may be classified according 
to the values in table 2. The more the rigid the arch, the stiffer the material required to 
support the individual’s arch.  
 
VALUE CLASSIFICATION 
< 1 Stiff arch 
1 - 2 Neither stiff nor flexible arch 
> 2 Flexible arch 
 
Table 2 | Arch stiffness Classification 
 
Footscan 
A footscan is required (see figure 9); this will capture the details of the consumer’s 
plantar surface of their foot, allowing an insole to be produced that would fit only their 
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foot. Initial testing of insoles with personalised plantar profiles, produced using 
information captured from scanning the feet, shows that they may actually reduce 
wearer’s discomfort (Salles and Gyi, 2010). The footscan may also be employed to 
capture the previously outlined measurements, reducing the time necessary for the in 
store process, however, this requires further research to analyse accuracy etc. 
 
 
 
Figure 8 | A footscan in progress 
 
 
2D Analysis 
2D analysis is a standard type of gait analysis that will allow the retail staff to identify 
the level with which the consumer’s level of pronation. Consumers will run on a 
treadmill in some neutral shoes and the retail staff will capture their running gait with 
a high definition camera. This footage can then be analysed frame by frame to 
understand the level of support required for the personalised shoes to minimise the 
consumer’s injury risk. Standardised training and software would be employed to 
minimise any errors in interpretation. 
 
Plantar Pressure Analysis 
Observation of the consumer on a treadmill will also allow the staff to identify their 
feet’s strike point, i.e. rear, mid and front. The level of cushioning provided would be 
tailored accordingly in the area of the shoe where they strike the ground. The 
consumer’s weight would also be taken into consideration at this stage to understand 
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the level of cushioning required, with more added for heavier consumers. A system 
such as the Runalyser, an in shoe measurement device, may be employed to increase 
the accuracy of the results. 
 
Questions 
The questions asked all contribute to the definition of the consumer’s personalised 
footwear, outlined in the table 3. 
 
QUESTION OPTIONS REASON 
Gender Male 
Female 
There are key anatomical differences between the male and female 
feet; a different last would therefore be required for each sex to 
ensure the final shoe fit is appropriate.  
Running Shoe 
Use 
Everyday Wear 
Walking 
Jogging 
Running 
Identifying what consumers use their running shoes for helps to 
understand what type of cushioning/support is required and helps to 
establish their likely strike point. For example someone who wears 
their shoes primarily for running may require increased 
cushioning/support than someone who wears them for everyday 
wear, to enable the shoes to last a similar amount of time. They are 
also more likely to strike the ground with either the mid or fore foot, 
as opposed to a walker who is likely to heel strike. 
Frequency of 
Running Shoe 
Use 
0-1 
2-4 
5+ 
Understanding this helps to define the suitable type of outsole. A 
consumer that uses their shoes often may not pick a lightweight 
outsole because of how long the shoes will last. 
Distance 
Covered 
(miles) 
0-5 
6-10 
11-25 
26+ 
As above, a consumer that covers a lot of ground may not suit a 
lightweight outsole. It also helps to define a suitable upper. Also helps 
to define the upper type: if a user runs only short distances they may 
want the performance upper, it’s light and suits faster running. One 
that covers a high distance each week may want an all conditions 
upper that lasts longer and can suit all weather conditions. 
Previous 
Running Shoes 
List previous shoe 
model, can pick 
from a range of 
brands and models 
or select other, then 
list likes/dislikes 
This will help to understand what type of shoes the consumers’ use 
and their characteristics, allowing the company to produce a product 
that satisfies the consumer needs. Has less of a direct impact on the 
individual specification of each personalised shoe and so is an 
optional question. 
Running 
Surface 
Road 
Treadmill 
Trail 
The surface the customer runs on impacts upon the type of outsole 
and upper they need. For example, on an off-road surface they may 
require the extra stability a trail outsole provides and the extra 
protection an all conditions upper delivers. 
 
Table 3 | The required questions and reasons 
 
Choices 
The measurements and questions help to define a shoe that will fit and perform as the 
consumer desires. The choices provided give the consumer a sense of importance 
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within the process, allowing them to increase their level of personalisation without 
increasing their potential injury risk. These choices are outlined in table 4.  
 
 
CHOICE OPTIONS REASON 
Outsole type Road 
Trail 
Lightweight 
The user can pick an outsole that suits their type of running 
shoe use. If they only run on a track for short distances a 
lightweight outsole may be best. If they run off-road a trail 
outsole may be more suitable. Staff may recommend an 
option from previous answers but this allows the consumer 
to make the final decision. 
Upper type Road 
Performance 
All Conditions 
As above, if they run often in difficult conditions, an all 
conditions upper may be best, if they run at a high tempo 
and often they may want a performance upper. 
Sockliner type Undetermined at 
present 
These will be three different types of fabrics, providing 
slightly different feedback to the customer when trying on 
the shoes, allowing them to fine tune their comfort. 
Colour Choice Up to 12 colour 
options for 9 different 
components 
Allowing the consumer to personalise the look of the shoe 
to their taste. Using primarily conservative colours, deemed 
suitable for runners with some alternative options to 
‘accent‘ the designs with. 
Midsole 
personalisation 
Up to 5 items can be 
‘etched’ on the 
midsole, user can 
select from a range of 
images/shapes/text 
The consumer can increase their attachment to the product 
through the application of a personal design on the midsole. 
Can pick predetermined images, shapes to create a new 
image and add text with up to 12 characters and different 
font styles 
 
Table 3 | The available choices and reasons 
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INFORMATION ON DEMONSTRATION SHOE CONCEPT 
The demonstration shoe has been developed to allow the staff to check the suitability 
of the specification process before submitting the final shoe order for manufacture. It 
also allows the consumer to try something on, increasing their confidence in their 
selections. The table below outlines the functions the different components of the 
demonstration shoe perform. This shoe will provide an indication of how each of the 
fit aspects will feel for the consumer and allows the staff to identify any potential 
problem areas. It also places the consumer at the centre of the personalisation 
process, empowering them and allowing them to have a positive experience. As the 
final shoe will feature a fully personalised plantar profile it will almost certainly feel 
different; it is important that the retail staff inform the consumer of this fact at this 
stage. 
 
 
COMPONENT OPTIONS FUNCTION FINAL SHOE RELATION 
Base models Narrow/Medium/Wide Provides the consumer with a 
shoe the same width as their final 
shoe. 
Shoe Width 
Shoe Length 
Standard liner N/A Provides additional comfort, 
similar to that offered by the final 
sockliner options. 
Fabric liner 
Insoles Stiff/natural/soft Helps to provide an indication of 
the stiffness and support the 
consumer needs.  A stiffer insole 
may be required for a consumer 
who pronates excessively, while 
a softer insole may help those 
who supinate, allowing their arch 
to flatten to a higher degree. 
Staff can check to see how the 
consumer thinks this feels and 
how they perform on a treadmill 
with it. May also help if they are a 
mid foot striker. 
Personalised Insole 
Configurable midsole 
- Support for arch 
- Mid foot striker 
- Pronation/supination support 
Heel inserts Extra/Standard Extra cushioning can be provided 
if the user is a rear foot striker of 
a certain weight, may also be 
required dependent on their 
level of pronation. 
Configurable midsole 
- Rear foot striker 
- Pronation/supination support 
Ball of foot 
inserts 
Extra/Standard Extra cushioning can be provided 
if the user is a fore foot striker of 
a certain weight. 
Configurable midsole 
- Fore foot striker 
Personalised insole 
- Tailored stiffness 
 
Table 1 | Demonstration Shoe Components and Functions 
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TOOL DEVELOPMENT LOG 
    TIME SPENT VERSION 
NO. DATE WORK DONE hours mins 
27.04.10 Got basic structure sorted. Highlight method. Funcs 
for buttons. 
4 0 0.0.2 
28.04.10 Did Info boxes Inc. some funcs i.e., converter and 
expand. Finished basic layouts from Define on inc. 
general rollovers, buttons etc. Created overlay 
hotspots generated properties ready for database 
data.  
5 15 0.0.4 
29.04.10 Dropdown selection and text input boxes for 
feedback and Q5. Passcode set var done. 
2 30  
 Did animated define section and worked through 
global variable passing 
1 30  
30.04.10 Copied and created second part of Define Anim 
with soles on 
1 0 0.0.7 
04.05.10 Submenu for define added. Looked at error with 
doGo funcs - don’t work!  
2 0 0.0.8 
04.05.10 Did colour change define section basics. 2 0  
06.05.10 some basic fixes from sent doc 1 0 0.0.9 
12.05.10 Tried to extract AS into external files - problems 
with attaching funcs to Buttons. But strangely did 
work on a test button obj I made? 
2 0 0.1.1 
17.05.10 Worked out problems with buttons and external 
scripts. Salvaged external scripts and integrated 
with new work. Reworked all so working from AS 
files. 
4 50 0.1.2 
18.05.10 Many alterations form feedback, i.e., Confirmation 
message, tabbed buttons highlighting. Also 
managed to do more with designer section. 
5 50 0.1.3 
21.05.10 Sorted out swatch highlighting issue, simplified 
button code etc. in Define pt.3 
2 45  
27.05.10 Lots of work on the Define colour design section. 
Colour Guidance done. 
4 15 0.1.4 
01.06.10 Smaller jobs on the colour design section from 
PowerPoint doc feedback 
1 45 0.1.5 
02.06.10 Colour Guidance and selection improved. Random 
colours half done (doesn’t work with guidance on). 
Big zoom in context done. 
8 0  
03.06.10 Started the intro to define pt3 and did layouts for 
the gallery and intro page. 
3 0 0.1.6 
04.06.10 Did 2nd view of trainer. Worked out how rotation 
will work.  
2 15  
07.06.10 Did 2 more views and created code swell for 'blink' 1 30  
 Did another 2 views and sorted some bits with 
random colour (still an error with eternal looping 
when guidance is on) 
4 0  
08.06.10 Complete all views. 1 30  
 Minor additions. Code tidying.  2 0  
15.06.10 Colour guidance set back to was it was - removed 
tick and other funcs. Inc. flashing. Lines darkened 
and thickened. Help dialogue for guidance - some 
done. New design replacement for old bitmap 
version done on gallery home page. Some other 
buttons and additions. Resume removed. Context 
image changed. Some cosmetic fixes. 
3 45 0.1.7 
 Combined define pt3 intro into main part. 1 15  
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    TIME SPENT VERSION 
NO. DATE WORK DONE hours mins 
17.06.10 Tidies Main timeline a lot. Created Overlaid Info 
boxes as external swf. Changes bg in define swf 
done. 
3 0  
 New graphics added. Work done on Define section. 
Plenty of stuff from new define info sent. Colour 
guidance info box method done. 
2 0 0.2.0 
18.06.10 Colour Guidance text boxes and limitations - some 
work done - still a bit buggy. 
3 0  
23.06.10 Colour guidance text procedure tidied - still some 
issues. Drop-down colour swatch placement 
improved - issues with animating the expansion. 
Some more fixes from docs - Still an error with Text 
Colour highlighting and also Accent Panel shows 
even when NOT BGW 
5 0  
06.07.10 Footscan help page done and images resized etc. 
Measure page and Screening Page added. Faded in 
Swatches on define pt3. Magnify glass done. 
6 0 0.2.1 
07.07.10 Did measurement help info pages. Started working 
on XML and Gallery - import of data. 
5 15 0.2.2 
08.07.10 Simplified many things and extracted the Questions 
section into separate swf. Worked on breadcrumbs. 
Reworded and reworked a lot of code inc. helpfiles, 
gfx handlers for overlays and help overlay.  
6 0 0.2.3 
09.07.10 More fixes! 3 0 0.2.4 
12.07.10 Midsole gfx laid out, some buttons done. Fixed text 
part highlight problem. Strict typing for set hexcode 
added to sift out bugs. 
4 30  
13.07.10 Midsole features expanded – inc. scale, zoom, 
colouring etc. Some fixes done from feedback. 
4 0  
14.07.10 Reformatted the Measure help section as tabs. 
Sorted the XML import - checks for Resuming 
session data - loaded successfully. Checked Colour 
Guidance - seems ok. Fixed a few minor bugs in shoe 
colouring. 
7 30 0.2.5 
15.07.10 Back' system improved and switched to order by 
question name, some tidying done with names of 
external scripts, gallery ratings page added. 
8 5 0.2.6 
16.07.10 Done rollover highlighting on shoe. Done clear text 
on click. 2nd title page complete. 
3 0 0.2.7 
 Reformatted measure info. Added white confirm 
and adjusted fading confirmation. 
1 20  
21.07.10 Vars sent from Flash to Php. Tried to get php to 
send vars to MySQL - trouble with MySQL!  
3 30 0.2.8 
22.07.10 Got data into MySQL as Update and Insert. 1 15  
27.07.10 Meeting with developer    
28.07.10 Added new Explore section and did rotation of shoe. 4 15 0.2.9 
30.07.10 Added extra Measure pages and completed the 
Explore section. 
2 0  
02.08.10 Reads MySql and writes to an XML document. 
Saving to DB on ONLY Some occasions - but not 
updating… 
4 0 0.3.1 
03.08.10 Bits of work on Midsole, gallery, Ratings Sys 3 10  
04.08.10 Midsole shapes added. Rotation and scale 
improved. Text added. Changes to Midsole noted. 
4 0  
05.08.10 Reformatted and added Midsole Patterns. All 
shapes and graphics imported, and able to add them 
to design (basically) 
5 15  
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TIME SPENT VERSION 
NO. DATE WORK DONE hours mins 
11.08.10 Did some minor fixes and graphics alterations from 
docs sent over. Tooltip done some of. Some work in 
Gallery results section and new Font section of 
Midsole changed. 
4 0 0.3.2 
12.08.10 New save/resume gfx added & username used to 
resume. Added in user name and passcode to Save 
section - UNFINISHED 
4 25 0.3.3 
13.08.10 Tidied all scoping - so no globals used and vars 
explicitly referenced 
4 40 0.3.4 
16.08.10 Some work done on the colour guidance warnings 
etc. 
3 0 0.3.5 
17.08.10 Some glitches iron out from code tiding work on 
Midsole and Main Define sections 
3 10 0.3.6 
18.08.10 Debugged Colour Guidance and Main Define 
section as best as possible. 
6 30 0.3.7 
19.08.10 Worked on Midsole - adding text and dragging. 2 50  
 Sorting out functions 2 50  
25.08.10 Sorted dimming of set answers, jump to last place 
on resume, and Q5 brands and models. Started 
going over some more Midsole bits - unfinished 
altering _x to y scale for scale up feature 
5 0 0.3.8 
26.08.10 Reworked code and tidied more - inc all fla and as 
files. Rewoked some funcs and standardised code a 
lot. 
5 0 0.3.9 
27.08.10 Reworked code in Main Define section 4 0 0.4.0 
31.08.10 Reworked Ratings and Gallery Sections - added 
pages functionality to XML import in Gallery. 
Worked on getting info into Rating section from 
XML too. 
7 30 0.4.1 
01.09.10 Reworked the Midsole section. Some errors… 
unfinished. 
4 40  
 Iron out some more glitches in Midsole - solved 
errors, sorted a lot 
2 15  
02.09.10 Added extra submit page to help.swf  40  
03.09.10 Midsole - done text rotate and remove clips, 
improved scale and rotate based on Maths 
  0.2.4 
06.09.10 More work done on the scale and rotate features 
and the drag/boundary features. Measure help 
graphics updated. 
6 40  
07.09.10 Created the filter by colour system - mostly done 
but trouble sorting results into colourScore order 
7 20 0.2.5 
09.09.10 Got colour filter sorting working - started to 
complete the gfx section but unfinished 
6 45 0.4.4 
10.09.10 Worked on the 'history' & tabs features.. Better but 
unfinished. Added new questions intro page, and did 
some fixes from feedback. Added changes to Info-
help panel text 
4 30 0.4.5 
12.09.10 Completed most of History features and subs 
remaining bits. Did auto tab colouring. Now using 
goto_stage to navigate dynamically 
6 0  
13.09.10 Created call to php to create XML docs and save 
them outside any php container (and on the fly). Use 
PHP to now call in list of profile arrays? 
4 50  
14.09.10 Added many fixes and updates to text etc. redid 
explore text (needs finishing). Much more 
2 30  
 Reworked the goto_stage method to take over from 
goto_root 
4 0  
 Added remaining fonts. Made panel in Midsole 
thinner. 
1 30  
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    TIME SPENT VERSION 
NO. DATE WORK DONE hours mins 
 Fixed Colour Guidance bug and upper bug. 
Improved CG a bit - still needs checking though! 
2 10 0.4.9 
22.09.10 Reformatted xml query as function from various 
other methods used before (Unfinished) 
7 0  
23.09.10 Removed all XML functions and reworked as level0 
XML method (query). Got working for load Profile 
from Resume 
5 30  
24.09.10 Got the query method sorted with index restricted 
searching. Got load from Profile done, search by 
colour, search by username. Good work! 
8 0 0.4.12 
27.09.10 Got appending new profile to xml db working. 
Search by rating works. Saving Midsole info to 
profile too. Check is loading IN! Got Rating page 
sending info to midsole and same from gallery. Built 
pre-load xml db scene. 
6 30  
28.09.10 Most standardisation tasks from docs - buttons and 
text. Gfx for upper & outsole. New info pages 
7 45  
29.09.10 Added new bgs, fixed colour guidance and random 
colours bug. Most fixes from last feedback doc 
5 30  
18.10.10 Worked on ratings system passing vars to php. 
Some basic fixes. 
4 0 0.4.20 
19.10.10 Completed Ratings system (nearly) so updates XML 
and refreshes XML data and ratings page. Star 
rating system complete. 
7 0 0.4.21 
20.10.10 Added num of times used feat. In Ratings. Worked 
on Midsole section improving the save/resume 
feats of the Midsole designs - scale/place etc. 
2 30  
22.10.10 Improvements to Midsole rotation, placement and 
other features. Created Overwrite profile php func 
for save/resume. 
6 15  
26.10.10 Embedded font in Project and Upper/Outsole. 
Worked on Midsole Load/Squash, Scale and Rotate 
feats to improve - still buggy… Added hole - clear fix 
to Arrays 
4 0  
27.10.10 Improved Midsole feats and resume feats. Added 
error warnings. Fixed Image Squash and worked on 
Tabs a lot 
2 45  
  2 40  
28.10.10 Went through many fixes from feedback. 
Embedded fonts. Completed Tabs system and 
Resume features. Improves the upper & outsole 
sections. 
5 15  
29.10.10 Improved the submit process and Gallery - filters 
fixed. 
3 0  
 Improved data verifying for name/pass. 1 30  
1.11.10 Many fixes from feedback 6 10  
2.11.10 Many fixes from feedback 5 15  
8.11.10 Changed Highway fonts to Bitmap font and added 
interval to submit button on save & exit 
1 0 0.5.3 
9.11.10 Attempted fixes to the inputText not appearing on 
design after resume bug & speeded up the interval 
for Save&Exit 
1 30 0.5.4 
 Second fix for inputDesign Text bug 0 30 0.5.4.1 
12.11.10 Fixes from feedback doc 1 40 0.5.6 
15.11.10 Put site online, sorted log in and saving, added 
preloaders & fixed some issues 
4 45 0.5.7 
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    TIME SPENT VERSION 
NO. DATE WORK DONE hours mins 
01.12.10 Tried another fix for IE, added survey link in prog. 1 30 0.5.9 
 Tried a few tests resuming online - it's not 
refreshing the XML doc after saving 
1 30  
03.12.10 Fixed selection box problem. Made all vars 
'undefined' blank when saving. Reduced intervals 
for saving and removed BACKUP from save. 
4 0  
05.12.10 Tried to fix the refresh bug online 0 45  
07.12.10 Fixed xmlData refresh issue with _level0.  ! 1 0  
08.12.10 Debugging Internet Explorer failed. Cleared all 
'undefined' vars and reset as blanks. Checked Array 
data too. Checked reorder issues and slot clearing - 
both left seems to work ok. Data saving given 
thorough check. 
3 25  
  1 45  
09.12.10 Added backup on index.php added new php methos 
to set the index nums - so will not order badly from 
XML refresh failure. 
1 30  
 Fixed error in XML, tried to create another backup 
method on save fail - doesn’t work due to PHP 
creating the file if it doesn't exist and reporting a 
success. Added symbol filtering to designText in 
Flash 
3 0  
10.12.10 Added symbols filter to feedback and history 
comment 
1 30  
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YOURSTEP TOOLKIT SCREENS (ordered sequentially, where possible) 
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Formative Testing Documents 
Subject Consent Form 
YourStep Service Diagram 
Sheet Detailing the Heuristics 
Heuristic Capture Form 
Email Invite for Experts 
Expert Feedback Form 
Information Sheet for Scenario Testing 
Scenario Testing Task List 
Scenario Testing Questionnaire 
Scenario Testing Interview Questions 
Scenario Testing Moderator Guide 
Scenario Testing Observation Form 
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SUBJECT CONSENT FORM 
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YOURSTEP SERVICE DIAGRAM 
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      YourStep HEURISTICS 
 
Heuristic Detail 
1 Visibility of system status  The system should always keep users informed about what is going on 
and what is available, through appropriate feedback within reasonable 
time.  
2 Consistency and standards  Users should not have to wonder whether different words, situations, 
or actions mean the same thing. Consistency should be employed 
throughout the system. 
3 Familiarity The system should employ language, symbols and concepts familiar to 
the user. Where this is difficult a suitable metaphor should be 
employed that helps to provide an understanding. 
4 Affordance Things should be designed so that it is clear what they are for; for 
example, make buttons look like buttons so people will press them. 
Buttons afford pressing, chairs afford sitting, post-it notes afford 
writing on.  
5 Navigation The system should be designed so that it enables users to navigate 
efficiently and easily: maps, directional signs and information signs 
should be employed where necessary. 
6 User control and freedom  Users often choose system functions by mistake and will need a clearly 
marked "emergency exit" to leave the unwanted state without having 
to go through an extended dialogue. Support undo and redo. Users 
should feel comfortable and in control at all times. 
7 Recognition rather than 
recall  
Minimize the user's memory load by making objects, actions, and 
options visible. The user should not have to remember information 
from one part of the dialogue to another. Instructions for use of the 
system should be visible or easily retrievable whenever appropriate.  
8 Flexibility and efficiency of 
use  
The system should be efficient to use. Accelerators may often speed 
up the interaction for the expert user such that the system can cater to 
both inexperienced and experienced users. This can be delivered, for 
example, through navigation shortcuts and extra functionality 
9 Errors Either eliminate error-prone conditions or check for them and present 
users with a confirmation option before they commit to the action. 
Where not possible, enable recovery from actions, quickly and 
effectively. Provide constraints so users cannot make serious errors. 
10 Help and documentation  Even though it is better if the system can be used without 
documentation, it may be necessary to provide help and 
documentation. Any such information should be easy to search, 
focused on the user's task, list concrete steps to be carried out, and not 
be too large.  
11 Minimalist design  Dialogues should not contain information which is irrelevant or rarely 
needed. Every extra unit of information in a dialogue competes with 
the relevant units of information and diminishes their relative 
visibility. 
12 Stylish and convivial 
designs 
The system should be stylish, attractive and pleasant to use. It should 
also encourage social involvement through its design and provided 
features. 
 
 
582 
YourStep HEURISTIC EVALUATION RECORD   
PARTICIPANT LETTER: SESSION NUMBER: 
Heuristic No. & Problem Solution (if you can think of one) 
Severity 
1 - 3 
(high) 
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EMAIL INVITE FOR EXPERTS 
 
Hi 
I hope it is going well. I finally have the toolkit ready for testing and would really 
appreciate your feedback. I’ve attached it in a WinZip file, if this isn’t suitable please let 
me know and I’ll send you it however you like! 
Files also included:  
- ‘YourStepProcess.pdf’: explains how the toolkit fits in as part of a whole 
service 
- ‘YourStepFeedback.pdf’: Please complete this and hit the ‘SUBMIT’ button 
at the end. 
To operate the toolkit please open the ‘YourStep System.swf’ file in the Your Step 
System folder using the Flash Player provided. If you prefer/have a mac, you can open 
the file within a web browser.  
Due to the standalone nature the toolkit isn’t fully functional; you won’t be able to 
save your profile or submit feedback. 
I really appreciate your help and will be a willing support service to deal with any 
issues you have. 
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EXPERT FEEDBACK FORM 
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INFORMATION SHEET FOR SCENARIO TESTING 
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YourStep Task List Name: 
   
      Please try and complete the following tasks and fill out the form accordingly. You may complete some of 
the tasks in whichever order you like. You may restart the system as often as you like 
   
COMPLETED 
TASK   YES   NO 
  
  
      
1 
Please complete the whole shoe personalisation service, saving your profile at 
the end 
  
 
  
If you could NOT complete this task, please state a reason why 
   
2 
While in the middle of using the software please save and exit and re-load 
using the 'Resume' feature 
  
 
  
If you could NOT complete this task, please state a reason why 
   
3 Whilst using the software please return to the 'homepage' of the system   
 
  
If you could NOT complete this task, please state a reason why 
   
4 
Please submit a 'Comment' for feedback about your experience with the 
system 
  
 
  
If you could NOT complete this task, please state a reason why 
   
5 
Please find the information on the Arch height index measurement that would 
be taken during the Foot Scan 
  
 
  
If you could NOT complete this task, please state a reason why 
   
6 Please find a shoe coloured by 'mjhead' and rate it   
 
  
If you could NOT complete this task, please state a reason why 
   
7 
Please activate the Colour Guidance feature using the appropriate button to 
help colour your shoes 
  
 
  
If you could NOT complete this task, please state a reason why 
   
8 
Move back from the 'Define' section to the 'Question' section and check your 
answer for the 'Distance' question 
  
 
  
If you could NOT complete this task, please state a reason why 
   
9 
When personalising your midsole please use the giraffe image and insert 
some text using the 'Century Gothic' font 
  
 
  
If you could NOT complete this task, please state a reason why 
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YourStep Feedback Form Name: 
  
       Please circle a response for each of the following questions 
   
       
Statement 
Strongly 
Disagree Disagree 
Neither 
Agree 
nor 
Disagree Agree 
Strongly     
Agree   
  
     
  
I thought the service was easy to use 1 2 3 4 5 N/A 
I found the sequence of screens clear and well 
organised 
1 2 3 4 5 N/A 
It was clear when I needed to do something 1 2 3 4 5 N/A 
I felt comfortable using this service 1 2 3 4 5 N/A 
Whenever I made a mistake, I recovered easily 
and quickly 
1 2 3 4 5 N/A 
 
  
    
  
It is an attractive looking service 1 2 3 4 5 N/A 
I like the colours used in the presentation 1 2 3 4 5 N/A 
The text employed was easy to understand 1 2 3 4 5 N/A 
Where icons were employed, their meaning 
was clear 
1 2 3 4 5 N/A 
The images employed were of high quality 1 2 3 4 5 N/A 
 
  
    
  
Performing tasks is straightforward 1 2 3 4 5 N/A 
I felt confident when making decisions 1 2 3 4 5 N/A 
The questions were easy to answer 1 2 3 4 5 N/A 
The Explore section was useful 1 2 3 4 5 N/A 
I was satisfied with the different type of upper 
choices 
1 2 3 4 5 N/A 
I was satisfied with the different type of 
outsole choices 
1 2 3 4 5 N/A 
I was able to colour my shoes as I wanted 1 2 3 4 5 N/A 
When colouring my shoes the 'Colour 
Guidance' feature was useful 
1 2 3 4 5 N/A 
I found the gallery section easy to use 1 2 3 4 5 N/A 
It was easy to add a midsole design to the shoe 1 2 3 4 5 N/A 
It was easy to find the information I needed to 
support my decisions 
1 2 3 4 5 N/A 
I found using this service an engaging 
experience 
1 2 3 4 5 N/A 
This service is fun to use 1 2 3 4 5 N/A 
I am satisfied with the amount of time it took 
to use this service 
1 2 3 4 5 N/A 
Using this service would help me to select more 
suitable running shoes 
1 2 3 4 5 N/A 
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SCENARIO TESTING INTERVIEW QUESTIONS 
PRIMARY 
CATEGORY QUESTION DETAILS 
Experience Can you comment on your 
overall experience of the 
service? 
What do you think of it? Can you comment on how 
engaged you felt by the service? 
  
What did you think of the time 
required to use the service? 
How long did it take you? Was this expected?  
  
Could you see yourself 
purchasing running shoes using 
this method?              
Why/why not? Other aspects not covered by this 
toolkit? 
Usability Can you comment on the 
usability of the system? 
To what level was it easy or difficult to use? 
  
Can you comment on the layout 
and structure of the service? 
Did you understand it? Did it make sense? Was it 
logical? 
  
Can you comment on the level of 
difficulty required to learn how 
to use the service? 
How long did it take to learn how to use the service? 
How much learning do you think you had to do?  
General How do you think the toolkit 
may have been improved? 
Aspects you did/didn't like? 
Visual Aspects & 
Communication 
Can you comment on the 
aesthetics of the service? 
What was your opinion of the appearance? How did 
it affect your understanding of the service? 
 
What do you think of the colours 
used? 
To what level do you like or dislike them? Can you 
comment on their suitability to the service? 
  
Can you comment on the font 
style and size utilised? 
As above 
  
What was your opinion on the 
text employed in the system? 
Did you understand it? What did you think about the 
level of text?  
  
Where they are employed, what 
do you think of the icons? 
Do you understand them? To what level do you like 
or dislike them? 
  
Can you comment on the images 
employed by the service? 
What is your opinion on their suitability? Where 
necessary, do you understand them? Do you like or 
dislike them? 
Functionality Are there any aspects of the 
functionality that do not make 
sense? 
Anything that doesn’t work as expected? Anything 
there that you don't think should be? 
  
Is there any functionality you 
believe that is missing?  
  
  
Can you comment on the 
support provided to aid your 
decision making? 
Could you find the help you needed? Can you 
comment on how confident you were in your decision 
making?  
  
Can you comment on the 
questions provided? 
Did you understand why they were asked? Can you 
comment on the level of difficulty required to 
complete them? 
  
Can you comment on the 
information provided for the 
measurement section? 
Can you comment on your level of understanding? 
Can you comment on its readability? Did you 
understand the terms employed? 
  
Can you comment on the 
Explore section? 
Did you understand its purpose? How did it affect 
your understanding of the footwear/service? 
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Can you comment on the shoe 
design process? (the Define 
section) 
What did you think of the level of personalisation 
available? (Comfort & Performance/Aesthetic) Can 
you comment on the level of difficulty?    
  
Did you use the ‘Gallery’?     If so, 
what was your opinion? 
Can you comment on it's usefulness? Can you 
comment on the features level of difficulty? 
  
Can you comment on the colours 
provided when designing the 
shoe? 
What did you think of them? What was your opinion 
on the level of choice?  
  
Did you use the ‘Colour 
guidance’ feature?    If so, what is 
your opinion? 
Did you understand it? Can you comment on the 
usability? 
  
Can you comment on the 
midsole personalisation process? 
Did you understand it? What did you think of the 
options provided? 
  
Did you learn anything with 
regards to running shoes whilst 
using this service? 
Can you comment on the affect it had on your 
understanding of running shoes and your suitability? 
 
 
SCENARIO TESTING MODERATOR GUIDE  
     
Date:  
  
Moderator:   Lab Session: 
  
Number of Participants:   Session Duration (mins): 75 
Topic Description Aids 
Duration 
(mins) 
Start at 
(time) 
Welcome Drinks etc.   5 02:00 
Introduction Detail the project/the aim of this session 
Important points to note - recording/consent etc. 
Show how service would work 
Ask any initial questions (Age/Vocation) 
Booklets for 
session 
5 02:05 
  
  Service demo 
sheets   
          
Black-box 
testing 
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
Tell participants what you would like them to do 
& provide task explanation sheet. State that they 
can make notes at any point using sheet provided. 
 
Inform participants that they can signal for help at 
any time if they are really struggling 
 
Tasks: 
Refer to sheet 
Task sheet, 
Notes sheet & 
pens  
 
Set screen 
capture 
software 
running 
  
Observation 
coding form 
40 (or 
whenever 
they have 
finished) 
02:10 
 
Refreshment Break & Completion of Survey Likert Survey 15 02:40 
Semi-structured 
interview 
  
  
Attain participant's feedback using a semi-
structured interview 
 
Questions: 
Refer to sheet 
Question list, 
microphones 
setup 
  
20 02:55 
  
End of Session Thank everyone, collect sheets, explain next step 
etc. 
  
  
5 
  
03:15 
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OBSERVATION CODING FORM 
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SCENARIO TESTING PARTICIPANT DETAILS 
P
A
R
T
IC
IP
A
N
T
 
G
E
N
D
E
R
 
A
G
E
 
VOCATION C
L
A
S
S
IF
IC
A
T
IO
N
 
A Male 21 Student - Design School Runner 
B Male 22 Rugby Coach 
Non - 
Runner 
C Female 20 Student - Chemistry & Sports Science Runner 
D Male 36 Research Student - Design School 
Non - 
Runner 
E Male 18 Student - Management Sciences Runner 
F Male 22 Research Student - Sports Technology 
Non - 
Runner 
G Male 21 Student - Design School Runner 
H Female 52 Dental Hygienist Runner 
I Female 25 Research Student - Design School 
Non - 
Runner 
J Female 20 Student Runner 
K Male 20 Student 
Non - 
Runner 
L Female 27 Research Student  
Non - 
Runner 
M Female 24 Research Student - Environmental Ergonomics Runner 
N Male 38 Lecturer - Design School Runner 
O Female 34 
Research Associate - Ergonomics and Safety Research 
Institute 
Non - 
Runner 
P Female 23 Research Student - Sports Technology 
Non - 
Runner 
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YourStep RECORD OF HEURISTIC EVALUATION ISSUES   
PARTICIPANTS A1 B1 C1 D1 E1 A2 B2 C2 
   
HEURISTIC NO. & ISSUE 
SOLUTION  
(if you can think of one) 
Severity 1 
- 3 (high) 
5 
How often in a week do you use running 
shoes? Problem with question phasing 
Define more clearly - Days/Hours 1 
9 
Pressing a section header in the middle of 
colouring removes the colours selected for 
the shoe 
  2 
3 
Not clear what is selected YES or NO in 
welcome screen, whenever you click it 
changes 
    
2 Perhaps a back button would be good?     
4 
The colour options available are not too 
realistic i.e. too bright and do not represent 
the real colours 
Try and have a real colour of user 
can vary the intensity of the colour 
3 
9 
The system keeps highlighting the memory 
or info from the previous user 
  3 
3 
Types of thread, thread accent, midsole, 
overlay, lining, tongue etc 
System should provide more 
options of features or design for 
each 
3 
4 OR 5 
Measurement screen 'info button' symbol 
in text 
Either make it a link as well or add 
"in the top right corner" 
1 
12 
First image on 'Explore your shoe' feature 
is white, the restart grey 
Make all images the same colour 1 
  
Upper Type Info Box: Text over 3 lines 
when it could be on 2. 
Put it on two lines 1 
  
Road Outsole: 'Unique Grip Pattern' text 
falls off the screen 
Move text left 1 
  
Define Colour: From bottom view, select 
the right arrow, it shows the top view 
rather than the side view 
    
  
Moving from Colour to the Personalise 
section: After warning that unselected 
areas will be coloured "Carbon grey", the 
next page shows unselected areas appear 
white. I did not realise that the 'blank 
canvas' was grey and not white. 
Make unselected areas shaded grey 
with a texture at the 
start?/Highlight areas not yet 
defined when asked if selection is 
complete?/ Force user to define 
each section of the shoe before 
allowing them to progress 
  
  
Original grey on the shoe is the same 
colour as silver. 
Use different colour/texture of the 
blank canvas 
3 
  
Personalise: I felt like I wanted to 'drag and 
drop' the images where I wanted onto the 
shoe 
Incorporate a 'drag and drop' 
feature 
  
  
Personalise: If small image is in the same 
place as a large text box, mouse does not 
select it 
  3 
  
Final Submission Screen: Provide a 360º 
preview of the whole shoe for final 
confirmation of the shoe 
  2 
  Our Aim: Show at start of the process Show at the start of the process   
  
Start Again - Gender: Misses out the 
welcome screen 
Add welcome screen in at this stage   
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Welcome Screen: 'Prescribed Foot 
Orthotics' option for non-prescribed? Do 
you need to know? 
    
  
History: I seem to hit 'Skip' when I enter a 
comment. 
Change colour of skip button from 
green? Change location? 
3 
  
Upper All conditions: Full stop missing 
from first sentence 
Add full stop. 1 
3 
YES/NO' colour coding is quite 
distracting/confusing e.g. not sure what 
blue is. 
Maybe use a tick box instead   
12 
Not enough shoe type variation/design 
template 
Addition of other design templates 
of shoes to define from different 
permutations 
  
5 or 6 
Rigid pattern of selection does not allow 
me to skip to the next category (forwards) 
on the top panel 
Allow for navigation to check what 
the other categories contain 
  
1 
Does not inform me if I have finished my 
'selection' on the top panel 
Use a different form of shading   
11 
Movement of the 'shoe' is '2-D' or creates a 
slow motion change 
Allow for the shoe to be viewd at all 
angles using a pivotable continuoim 
motion. Provide alternative to 
current rotational buttons, where 
you can place a cursor on the shoe 
and pivot the shoe in a 3-D angle 
  
9 or 10 
Passcode did not specify from the 
beginning that 6 characters was necessary 
To place the requirements at the 
bottom of the text box from the 
beginning 
  
8 
Personalise' segment: Shoe imprint not 
able to allow the user to scroll up 
    
    
Replace 'Submit' on buttons, use 
'Save' or 'Scroll' or a forward arrow. 
  
2 
"What are personalised orthotics" and 
"What are foot orthotics", terms don't 
match 
Use the same words 1 
5 
The main menu and sub menu look like 
links but you can't click on them 
Indicates that we can click just on 
clickable elements 
2 
2 
Buttons have different labels like 'Submit' 
in the middle of the process and 'next step' 
that seems appropriate and 'Ready to start' 
that breaks the flow 
  1 
2 
The font type on the main menu (Times 
Roman) is different from the rest 
Use the same font 2 
? 
Define > outsole > road: the hover text 
goes outside the screen a little bit 
Reposition 1 
5 
Define > colours: the buttons 'start again' 
and 'back to menu' are pretty much the 
same and conflict with the link 'start again' 
below. 
Remove them and use one 'Clear 
colours' 
2 
9 
Clicking 'Random Colours' then 'submit' 
gives an unclear error message. I realised 
that it's because the 'random' doesn't give 
all the colours. 
Improve error message or improve 
random feature 
2 
9 
I'm sure I selected all areas but there is this 
error message 
  3 
5 
Back to colours: we can come back just on 
the last bit 
  2 
5 When saving, the confirmation is poor.   2 
4 
WELCOME: YES/NO buttons look like 
sliders 
Change to radio buttons or make 
them slide 
1 
5 
QUESTIONS: Gender, primary use, 
distance etc, shown across the top. Cursor 
changes to hand when mouseover, but 
Don't show the upcoming stages, or 
tell user they will come to this 
questions later 
2 
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they cannot be clicked. Not necessarily 
obvious that these are upcoming 
questions. 
4 
EXPLORE YOUR SHOE: When cursor 
hovers over red dot it changes to hand, 
looks like the red dot is clickable 
Keep cursor as arrow 1 
3 
DEFINE: Do all users know what upper and 
outsole mean? 
Move text left 1 
3 
DEFINE: Why would someone choose 
different between 'Upper' & 'Outsole' (e.g. 
road running upper but not road outsole)? 
I'm not sure if there is a relationship 
between descriptions of upper and 
outsole or not. E.g. is 'All conditions' 
the same as 'Trail'? Is 'Road 
Running' the same as 'Road'? Terms 
should either be made more or less 
similar 
  
9 OUTSOLE TRAIL: Is showing a spiked sole   2 
4 
COLOURS: Colour guidance button is 
difficult to see whether on or off 
  1 
6 
COLOURS: Make a design with Colour 
Guidance ON, Turn Colour Guidance OFF, 
Turn colour guidance ON - Design is lost 
without warning. 
Allow switching between colour 
guidance on and off if no changes 
are made. Give Warning! 
3 
9 
INSPIRATION GALLERY: Shows 5 designs 
with orange, but when orange is chosen as 
a filter only 3 results are shown 
  1 
9 
PERSONALISE: "that will YOU be 
engraved" 
  1 
9 
PERSONALISE: It's possible to make an 
aimge much bigger than the midsole area. 
The red dotted line isn't always visible. 
  3 
9 
PERSONALISE: When zoomed out it's not 
possible to move the image around 
  2 
12 
PERSONALISE: It's possible to type swear 
words 
Filter list? 1 
8 
What is the point of previous shoe choice 
and description? 
Inform user of role of this 
information 
2 
1 
Measure screen, could do with a more 
prominent image of off-screen activity 
Requires more engaging reassuring 
call to action. This is a phase where 
many shoppers will leave 
2 
8 
Information button on measure page text 
should be active too. 
Make this image active 2 
1 or 4 
Task phase bar should be clearer in process 
stages questions 
More define apperance, 
differentiate from title text 
2 
1 As above 
Add in a live status indicator. i.e. 2 
of 5 etc 
3 
4 
Measurement information buttons look 
like a header, not defined 
Add strokes/outlines or emoss, add 
shadow 
2 
3 
Measurement information has complex 
information 
Add images/diagrams, even live 
rollover 
3 
5 or 6 
No 'Back' Button or arrow. Only Start 
again or top menu 
Put one in bottom LHD side 3 
1 
"Measurement in progress" unsure as to 
system status 
"Please wait while your 
measurements are collected" 
  
3 or 5 
Feedback: Unsure as to source of 
feedback, user or machine 
Change to "Leave us your 
feedback" 
1 
4 or 5 
Define > Upper: Hard to tell where the 
other options are when 1 is selected 
Put either options of pop out 
information in a box or make 
information appear when you 
rollover 
2 
4 or 5 Define > Outsole: As above 
Or perhaps you could use rows 
instead of a stalk 
2 
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7 
Define > Having chosen upper, sole etc, 
there is no visible history 
Show a summary on side of page 3 
7 
You've finished, have to remember user 
name and password 
Use/Allow email address to be 
entered 
3 
12 
Graphics understandably plain, however 
they're the front end the user sees and 
should show more style and depth and 
differentiation 
  3 
1 
Welcome Page: Answer or answers? - A 
little difficult to know whether YES or NO 
is highlighted 
If answer radio buttons could be 
used. Why have this question page 
at all? Why not use a disclaimer 
page? 
1 
5 
Measurement page: How does one go back 
if the wrong running surface was chosen? 
  2 
  
Aesthetically dislike the foot image behind 
the first measure page 
    
    
Measurement page: Perhaps the 
'Start' button needs renaming? 
'Start measuring' 'Start Styling' etc. 
  
5 
Explore your shoe: Unsure why I'm 
exploring my shoe, need to read the text to 
know what to do. 
Possible cutaways, no need to 
rotate shoe. Explanation why on 
the page not just in 'Information' 
1 
10 
Explore your shoe: If I press 'Start Again' 
will ALL my stuff be lost or can I navigate 
around without having to input everything 
again? 
If start again from scratch state: 
'Start Again from Scratch' if not 
some explanation is needed by start 
again. 
2 
  
Explore page: Not totally sure what the 
text means: 'Now we've specified…' 
Reword   
5 
Please select desired type: When one type 
is selected not easy to see how to return to 
previous page 
Don't use expand. Use separate 
pages with a back button 
2 
10 
Performance diagram: Can the water 
penetrate the fabric? 
Perhaps water should be shown as 
a U shaped arrow, being repelled 
from the surface 
1 
  
Please select the desired outsole type for 
your shoes. Back button? 
No back button. I was just 
exploring, now I'm stuck! It seems 
that I can only 'Start Again' 
2 
  
Just pressed start again - nightmare! I 
thought I might just be taken back to the 
beginning of the section but no! 
Clearly mark what it is… 'Start 
Again: Exploring section', 'Start 
Again from scratch' 
3 
1 
Desired outsole selection: Scared to select 
to explore can I go back? 
Obvious what is going on only after 
clicked 
1 
  Desired outsole: Why hover over dots? Just show all info   
5 
Define colours: Seems to go from top view 
to underside view, where's the side view 
Include the side view when rotating 2 
9 
Are you sure you've finished? If you want 
to add more.. 
Perhaps reword. 'This is your last 
chance to add more' read quickly 
present wording 'YES - I'd like to 
add more' Needs reworking 
  
  Start Again - 2 on colour selection page     
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HEURISTIC TESTING DISCUSSION NOTES 
There was a brief discussion after the sessions to identify problems that could be 
remedied quickly and some of the more major problems. 
 
Feedback Session 1 
- Question: ‘How often do you go running in a week?’  - Needs clarifying to show 
whether Days or Hours, number of times 
- Colours of the shoe disappear when you go back to the Define section 
- YES/NO slider selection method doesn’t make it clear which options you’ve 
selected 
- Need a Back button 
- Shoe model is not accurate enough and manipulation is not easy method 
- Shoe model doesn’t vary 
- In ‘Explore’ section you could highlight the sections instead of using red dots 
- Perhaps a dot on the laces too 
- ‘Rails’ system quite rigid, people want freedom 
- The menu system is frustrating to use, perhaps a drop down menu for selection 
- Previous users information is showing up 
- Realistic colour choices would be preferable; perhaps a button to vary the 
colour intensity 
- More options for comfort and performance would be nice 
- Sometimes button labelling is not consistent 
- Message warning about colour selection is appearing even if you select all 
colours when colouring the shoe 
- Labelling for button in colour section ‘Start Again’ should be changed to 
something like ‘Clear Selections’ 
- Colour choices; standard grey should be white or different to silver, currently 
the same, perhaps even textured instead 
- Can’t progress without selecting colours – highlight problems 
- Pain trying to manipulate images on midsole section – text gets in the way 
- Image size has no limit, can be well outside of the boundary 
- ‘Back to Colours’ is only button present like this, should be more or all labelled 
similar 
- ‘Skip’ button on History question is in the wrong position 
- Wording for the orthotics option is inappropriate 
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Feedback Session 2 
- Needs to save quicker 
- ‘Start Again’ button is not clear 
- ‘Back’ function would be nice, the menu is not interactive 
- Menu’s look interactive because the hand symbol appears when you hover 
over them, even if they are greyed out, not clear if they are going to be used 
- Don’t understand the two tier menu system properly 
- Top and bottom arrows for shoe model: don’t bring the shoe side view up 
- Colour guidance: when you turn it on and off it still removes colour choices 
even if you made no changes when it was on 
- Better definition of choices on the upper and outsole 
- An option to send your details to an email account 
- Boundary box not showing all the time on the midsole design options 
- Midsole information text, wording is wrong ‘we’ve/you’ve’ 
- Sentence doesn’t make sense ‘…to perform’ after the comma the sentence 
doesn’t make sense 
- Consistency in naming of Upper and Outsole options – Road running and Road 
- Place the off-screen activity by showing pictures of it, perhaps on the loading 
screen for measurements being taken 
- Pick out the key points of the text and highlight them 
- Make it clear that during ‘Measurements in progress’ that someone else would 
be involved 
- Explain better why the history is useful and phrase the question better 
- Have a clearer convention for feedback and fonts  
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CODED EXPERT FEEDBACK 
 
Interaction Design Industrial Design Ethnography Footwear 
 
1. Can you comment on the usability of the toolkit? 
 
Positives 
- Generally very easy.  
- I really liked the interface it is very intuitive and easy to use.  
- Definitely usable and clear. 
- The usability was great, with a few select problems here and there. But overall very intuitive and 
user-friendly. 
- Overall this kit is easy to use and understand. 
- It was very easy to use, very simple.  
- First impression is that the toolkit is quite easy to use, there were no major hold ups to the process 
start to finish. 
- Overall it was easy to use and I think it is a great idea! 
- I like the simplicity in the process. 
- But your process breaks it up well into manageable chunks that allow the user to flow through it and 
understand what is going on at each stage. 
- Your system is easy, and great to flow through, 
- I also think that you have created a fun process... Which is invaluable. The more fun it is the better. 
 
 
Issues 
- A few issues on visual feedback for the user, but overall good and easy. 
- My only hesitation was with the initial yes/no questions, which started off already being highlighted 
in the NO section. I had a little trouble understanding if the blue meant that it was highlighted or if it 
was the black. Maybe have a click button vs. a sliding highlighter? 
- Here and there some things aren't as clear or consistent as they could be.  
- One thing though, on the first screen with yes/no questions it took me a second to figure out if yes 
or no was highlighted... 
- but sometimes a more challenging question here or there can lead to the user feeling they are 
getting something that is more them and not a generic customization. (Nike ID feels very generic 
and users are always wanting more control and more freedom). 
 
 
2. Is the layout and structure of the toolkit logical? 
 
- Yes, seems to make sense for the order of operations when purchasing a running shoe. 
- I found the layout and structure logical for each step. 
- Yes, very 
- Yes, very much so. Found it to flow rather nicely. No real issues on this front for me. 
- The layout and structure makes sense. 
- It was very logical, I had no questions as to what was going on. 
- Yes, starting from basic questions, to more specific questions, to a customization process at the end 
is quite logical. 
- But your process breaks it up well into manageable chunks that allow the user to flow through it and 
understand what is going on at each stage. 
- Your system is easy, and great to flow through, 
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Advice 
- I would reword the H1s to make them more meaningful to customers. I would use the word 
"Personalize" rather than "Define" and "Fit" rather than measure. "Submit" is too technical. 
 
Suggestions 
- The only thing that I would do is to number the steps: 1. Questions 2. Measure, etc or alternatively 
put an arrow from one step to the other so the user knows that it is a linear process, but that he/she 
can go back at anytime. 
- but sometimes a more challenging question here or there can lead to the user feeling they are 
getting something that is more them and not a generic customization. (Nike ID feels very generic 
and users are always wanting more control and more freedom). 
 
 
3. Are there any aspects of the functionality that don’t make sense? 
 
- YES/NO: The Welcome screen has a yes/no toggle. If I put my cursor on No and click, the blue box 
will sit on top of No. If I keep my cursor on No and click, it toggles back to Yes. I think you're meaning 
to show that the blue option is the one selected, but it seems confusing because I can click in the 
same space and both options are basically equally illuminated. The blue option is a neutral color as 
an indication, so it doesn't really tell me "selected" or "not selected". The toggle looks like a slider, so 
it appears like one option should disappear when I “slide” the selector. The Yes and No are equally 
bright all the time; maybe one could dim when not selected, or maybe the not selected option 
disappears? I think the latter would be best. 
- My only hesitation was with the initial yes/no questions, which started off already being highlighted 
in the NO section. I had a little trouble understanding if the blue meant that it was highlighted or if it 
was the black. Maybe have a click button vs. a sliding highlighter? 
- One thing though, on the first screen with yes/no questions it took me a second to figure out if yes 
or no was highlighted... 
- On the early page with three YES/NO questions, its unclear which is the default selection. I thought 
it was defaulted to YES, and then selected NO, but it seemed to have clicked over to the other side. I 
found this somewhat confusing. Perhaps a note that reads (Blue is the activated color) or just leave 
the answers blank until someone clicks one or the other (like a "radio" style button) 
- more importantly on the welcome page, it is unclear if the "no" is  selected or unselected.  When I 
clicked no, it changes my selection to yes. It was then that I realized that it was a slider.   I think 
check boxes would be less confusing in this case. 
- What does upper mean? Is it the entire outside of  shoe above the sole, is it one section? A general 
introduction would be nice. 
- No 
- Clarity: In number 5 of the questions, the 'submit' button suggests that you're doing something at 
the end of a process, I would use the word "next" instead of submit perhaps or just keep the naming 
convention the same at each transition i.e. you have 'start' 'submit' and 'next step' at various stages. 
Or perhaps there's a green check mark that allows you to move on, or whatever. 
- There was one time when I felt as if there was piece out of place. On question 5 when selecting your 
latest running shoe model it has this  drop down selector that looks like it was pasted into your form 
from another website.   It would be good to keep all the pages consistent  in theming. 
- also on this one, I didn't know what model of shoe I had at home.  it might be good to have the "I 
don’t know option" in addition to "other" you may also want to ask what the user likes about that 
model of shoe and why they bought it in addition to what they don't like about the shoe. 
- Terminology/Clarity: I got a little held up on the difference between the outsole and the upper, until 
I went back and looked a little closer. I understand the difference of the parts, but is there a way to 
unify this a little better at least off-the-bat? 
- Clarity/Consistency: You have the user select what they use the shoes for (running, walking, 
jogging, etc.) but you do not use this selection to alter the questions. For example, I selected walking 
as my main use of sneakers, but the next question asked me how many miles I run each week. I 
simply don’t run, but I do walk longer distances. Or is this question specifically targeted to running? 
Just a little unclear. 
- Jogging vs. Running? Not sure the casual runner will know the difference b/w these terms. Maybe a 
bit of explanation on how this service defines the two. Also, if you choose "Jogging" the next page 
asks how many miles a week you "run" -- shouldn't it be "jog"? 
- In selecting footwear make and model, Zoom Equalon is listed twice. 
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- If this is being used in the states, you may consider changing "whilst" to "while" on the welcome 
page. 
- When selecting colors, I went through step by step to customize and at the end it said that there 
were some areas that were uncoloured, but I couldn't see any areas that were not colored. It might 
be good to highlight or flash them so the user knows what they missed. 
 
Solutions 
- Consistency: It might be a good idea having the menu and section options always at the same 
position on the screen, use the same colours for call to actions, etc. Basically, use a same colour 
pallet for links and buttons. 
- You may want to consider having a button on there somewhere that says “Need Assistance?” – and 
if you ring that it calls someone over to help you. 
- Clarity: Where the 3 upper options are listed, you might have a shoe graphic pointing out where the 
"upper" is. 
- In number 5 of the questions, the  the 'submit' button suggests that you're doing something at the 
end of a process, I would use the word "next" instead of submit perhaps or just keep the naming 
convention the same at each transition ie you have 'start' 'submit' and 'next step' at various stages. 
Or perhaps there's a green check mark that allows you to move on, or whatever. 
- I got a little held up on the difference between the outsole and the upper, until I went back and 
looked a little closer. I understand the difference of the parts, but is there a way to unify this a little 
better at least off-the-bat? 
- You might see if you can fit more explanatory text on the mainpage in some steps. Having "i" link on 
every page is a nice idea, but if there isn't much to say, fitting the explanation text on the main page 
saves customers a click and gives context to the current task. In "History" for example. 
- YES/NO: Maybe have a click button vs. a sliding highlighter? 
 
 
4. Can you comment on the presentation of the system? 
- Still looks a little bit like a wireframe, but I like where the aesthetic is headed. On the Measure 
screen, it is difficult to see Foot Width, Foot Length, etc; there's not enough contrast in the blue 
colors. 
- I like that the design is quite clean, but maybe it could be enhanced but adding some “ techie” 
elements to the design interface to highlight the cutting edge and innovation of this service 
proposal.  
- The layout and visuals are fantastic. Seems really polished except for the images you can “stamp” on 
your shoes 
- Good, clean design. Art direction feels a bit flat, however. Could maybe use a bit more "sleek" 
styling; experimentation with textural elements, metallic touches, shadows etc.. But overall it’s a 
simple interface, not clunked up with too much info. Well done. 
- I think the art direction could stand a bit more polish. I think the overly simple aesthetic is good -- 
but not great.  
- Please give your typographic treatments further consideration; a little clunky. 
- Presented well. I was never confused as to what I was doing. I like the big buttons and simplicity of 
each page. 
- Overall it is easy to use and looks good 
- There may not be enough color contrast between the blue body text and the white, semi opaque 
background. I would try black text. Also, you might run some stills of this through a  colour-
blindness simulator 
- For the fonts, I believe you have a corporate sponsor for this project. If so, have you inquired about 
using their corporate fonts?" Also, a very small consideration, you might not want to use a serif font 
for the H1s (Questions, Measure, etc.) as you don't use them anywhere else – ALREADY ACTED 
ON 
- Visually, this is fine for a prototype to be used for testing, but it lacks a level of polish and refinement 
that would be expected in a final product. I'm not sure what stage this prototype is at in 
development, but I thought I would mention this point anyway. 
- However general aesthetic nitpicks I would comment on would be the background image behind the 
interface that distracts from what's happening in the foreground, the varying opacities makes it 
hard to focus. I would keep the entire background black or dark gray so that focus is on the task at 
hand. 
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- Also I would resolve placement of buttons/functions on each page. So when there is a "next" or 
"submit" button I think that should be in the same place each time so you get used to where to look 
for it. Also some of the 'buttons' such as selecting gender, or types of running are quite large, leaving 
very little graphical breathing room, if these were smaller they'd be easier to read and absorb. 
-  I would at least like to see a rendering of the shoe in the actual material on the screen instead of a 
graphical version of the shoe. 
Potential examples to highlight ‘cutting edge’… 
- http://store.nike.com/gb/en_gb/?l=shop,pdp,ctr-inline/cid-300/pid-342046/pgid-342116 
- http://www.adidas.com/Eyewear/content/technology/ 
- http://www.asics.com.au/technology.aspx 
 
 
5. Is there any functionality you believe that is missing? 
 
- Functionality wise it ticks all the boxes 
- I think the steps and functionality are simplified enough so that there isn't too much to have to do, 
so I think there's nothing missing that should be added that immediately occurs to me 
- Overall, I think you could use some more feedback for the user. For example, when I'm defining my 
shoes, maybe the category heading would show my selection instead of Upper or Outsole? Or 
maybe the menu heading is inversed, so the type is a darker color or something more significant 
than a different color blue; I didn't really notice this darker blue meant that I had already visited that 
section. 
- My primary comment is to provide some more significant visual feedback for the user.  
- A persistent back button during the questions section would be nice. Also, you might make it more 
obvious that you can tap/click the navigation. 
- Footwear Like/Dislike box. My recommendation would be two separate boxes. Also, as you type, 
the text doesn't stop at the end of the box and auto-wrap. It keeps going to the right. Even when I 
tried hitting "return" it didn't go to the next line. Not sure if that's been mentioned already, but I 
would def fix that. 
- Didn't notice a "back" button as I was going through this. I know you have tabs along the top, but I'd 
recommend putting a "back" button along the lower left of each page. 
- As for additional options.  I would like to be able to choose lace colors and materials 
- Surface options: What about a combo? I know I run mostly road, but some trail. Any ideas around 
how to incorporate more than one surface? Maybe a selection tool to allow a combo or something. 
- Having a bit more choice with some features, such as more nuanced surface preferences or having 
the option for arch-preference, support vs. cushioning, etc. would be good to have. just depends 
who the audience is. more "core" runners will probably want more options. 
- For the 'inspiration' element of the customizer maybe they can be inspiration images/color 
combinations instead of just images of the shoes...something more suggestive, perhaps categories: 
nature...etc. 
- Leave more room for conversation and variables. Behind the scenes the questions can be brought 
down to simpler answers to help with the number of variables you have on construction and 
materials, but the user will feel the process is richer. 
- Just make sure you upper customization story doesn't diminish that experience. The upper is tough 
to customize but offers more than just aesthesis, it can change more aspects of the run and the 
runners style. 
 
 
6. Can you comment on the aspects that you think work well? 
 
- I love the scroll over red dots on the sneaker. Its interactive and informative, and it gets you to look 
at the shoe from multiple different directions 
- I like Exploring your shoe, so you can read about the particular features that set that shoe apart. I 
liked that the features seemed to address some of the items I wrote initially about what I 
liked/disliked about my current shoe – a coincidence? Hopefully you designed this. 
- I like the order and logic of navigation from one step to the other 
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- Selecting the type of shoe, and the design of the shoe worked well. Easy to follow instructions. Just 
wished maybe the section of the shoe that was currently active for coloring could be a bit bolder (i.e. 
larger text or something… a bit too subtle right now) . 
- Overall, the navigation was great. very intuitive and flowed nicely one step to the next. Also, good 
amount of information given -- not overload, but doesn't assume a ton of prior knowledge which is 
great. I think its great on the UX front, and interaction very high-level. But design elements could 
use a bit more art direction. 
- The flows are pretty straightforward. I like that the background image changes based on certain 
elections. The graphics that explain different upper constructions are very nice. In distance, I like 
the use of the graphic, moving further away to imply distance. 
- I liked how most pages had a way to get help. 
- I think the set-up, intro questions and speed at which you can get through the kit works very well, 
there wasn't much that slowed me down. I also like the 'randomizer' when it came time to choose 
colors, as this was fun to click through. It was also easy to understand where I was in the process 
because of the menu at the top. 
- He did like that once your profile was setup one could go back and simply order new products in 
fewer steps. 
 
7. Can you comment on the aspects that do not work well? 
 
- I think the Change View arrows in the Explore Your Shoe section are a little wonky. Might be nicer 
to drag the shoe to turn it, or show all the feature dots, and have the shoe turn as I select different 
info dots, though this could pose its own set of challenges. Maybe you’ve already explored this and 
the arrows are best. 
- I would emphasize with the graphic design the innovation that is embedded in the service 
- In the colour section. Areas not designated should be left the same color they appear on the screen, 
which seems to be white. Defaulting to grey will surprise customers. Also, when the message about 
the grey appears, it would be nice to tell customers which parts of the shoe have not been defined. 
- 3 Distance: Customer gets the running image and the question "How many miles, typically, do you 
run each week" even if the primary use selection was not "running". Also if you choose female, you 
still get a male runner. 
- Can customers make incompatibles choices? Like "walking" then 25+ miles a week. Those seem in 
opposition. You might want to disable some choices based on previous choices or give an alert 
asking if they want to change a previous selection based on the current selection. 
- The wording in the "i" overlay could be simplified. You might not want to tell customers that some 
shoes are only built to last 200 miles. 
- Login (REALLY GOOD POINT): username should not be strict number of characters. A minimum is 
makes sense but an exactly number is unnecessarily difficult for customers. Especially if you ever 
want them to use an email address as a username. 
- can't think of anything.. 
- Overall just the comments I made above - unifying placement of buttons, the scale of things as well. I 
think there just needs to be a hierarchy of what you're doing at the time (focal point of the process), 
then supporting menus should be noticed after that. At the moment the fonts are all a similar size 
and there is a lot to look at, so I would see how you can visually tie things together but train the eye 
where to look at the most important times. 
- On the personalization step, I didn't realize at first  that I could move the text box around and scale 
it.  I didn't hover over it, so I assumed I only had one option for size and location. 
- He did not like the stamping of symbols or animals. 
- The review image must be photo realistic, not cartoonish. 
 
8. What did you think of the time required to use the toolkit? 
- Pretty fast. Easy 
- Short and sweet. 
- Went quickly, didn’t take me long to figure it out or use it. 
- Yeah, timing was fine. Provided users don't experience glitches in working through it, it should be 
relatively quick. Nicely done. 
- The time to go through the kit seems reasonable. 
- It didn't take any time at all. Probably 5 min or less for me. 
- Time is excellent, fast and effective. 
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ADDITIONAL COMMENTS 
 
- Also, I'm wondering what it looks like if I save my profile, or what it looks like if I'm a returning user, 
coming back to retrieve a saved profile. Also, will this remember me, and my last shoe purchase the 
next time I come into the store? 
 
Overall System Development 
- What happens if the customer doesn't like the evaluation shoes they are given do they start over? A 
section to edit or confirm choices post-fitting could be necessary. 
- I am a little worried about getting these shoes and then not liking them or that they won't fit right. 
Anyway I could try some on at the store and see similar ones? 
 
Issues on the Web 
FIREFOX (these problems ONLY occurred when using the browser. Flash was fine) 
- On "Colours" tab, color guidance button wasn't working. 
- On same tab, the "submit" button wasn't working. 
- "Personalize" tab along top not working 
- "Submit" tab along top not working 
- Error message when trying to save my profile 
 
 
 
 
SCENARIO TESTING TASK RESULTS 
 
LEGEND 
 
See next page. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
PASS 
Got in the 
measurement info 
just not the right 
section. 
Never logged back 
in 
Decided against 
using colour 
guidance when 
prompted 
Failed 
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SCENARIO TESTING SCREEN CAPTURE/OBSERVATION DATA 
 
PARTICIPANTS  A – D 
PARTICIPANT A B C D 
Start (mins) 01:36 00:57 01:30 00:28 
Finish (mins) 13:14 07:51 12:05 13:32 
Time taken on 
first pass (mins) 
11:38 06:54 10:35 13:04 
Introduction Not sure on the 
YES/NO question, 
tests a few times. 
Switches every 
answer to YES and 
reads intro 
Confused by the 
YES/NO boxes, 
changes them 
around a few times 
Pondered the 
YES/NO questions 
for a while and 
tried the different 
permutations 
Questions     
Measurements Didn't check info Didn't check info Didn't check info Didn’t check the 
info 
Explore Took a little while 
to realise red dots 
had info on them 
Checks a couple of 
the dots and then 
moves on 
Checks all of the 
dots and info, 
rotating the shoe 
Checks all the dots 
and info 
Define Picked first Upper 
type 
Only checked one 
outsole type, after 
had checked a few 
upper types 
Went through the 
different options 
for both upper and 
outsole before 
selecting 
Looked at the 
different options 
and selected 
accordingly 
Colours Tried random 
colours 
Didn't rotate shoe, 
just used the left 
hand side menu to 
select colours, shoe 
image changed 
automatically. Not 
sure serious colour 
selections. 
Moved the shoe a 
tiny amount but 
mainly used the left 
hand side menu 
Went to the 
inspiration gallery 
first, tried to look 
by star ratings and 
names.   After this 
started blank. Once 
selected all colours, 
then tried the 
colour guidance 
feature, navigated 
using the left hand 
side menu, used the 
arrows after to 
check their design. 
Midsole Used zoom in and 
out, only added 
text initially 
Didn't realise you 
could move the 
image or text 
Didn't really 
bother, just put a 
graphic on, didn't 
move around and 
submitted 
Browsed through 
some images, 
inserted one then 
went back to 
colours and then 
used top bar to go 
back to personalise. 
Went forward 
without putting 
image on. 
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Passcode issues First attempt was 
told about 6 letter 
character length, 
2nd attempt 
successful 
Took quite a few 
attempts to fill out 
username and 
passcode, code 
would blank out 
every time you 
clicked in that box 
again. 
Made 3 attempts 
before being able 
to save a profile. 
On save and exit, 
the user could still 
exit even though it 
didn't 'save' the 
data as the 
username was 
taken 
First attempt was 
told about 6 letter 
character length, 
2nd attempt 
successful 
Save issues Hit 'Submit' after 
had already saved 
to advance to the 
next screen 
As participant A Went to 'start 
again', after had 
saved as program 
wasn't doing 
anything 
As participant A 
Resume issues Resumed fine first 
time but not 
second, but did 
third time 
Had entered details 
in capitals, said 
'invalid login' as 
tried to log in again. 
Failed 2 times and 
so started from 
scratch again. After 
saved using save 
and exit box got 
invalid login as 
tried to log in again 
with capitals. Tried 
several times but 
when switched to 
lowercase it logged 
in. 
Never resumed Logged back in fine 
Differences on 
second pass 
(options/time 
etc) 
 Different colours a 
few times, not sure 
colours were 
selected seriously 
Was better with 
the midsole 
personalisation 
section, moved 
images around 
Learnt to move the 
text around on the 
midsole 
personalisation the 
second time 
Navigation 
issues 
Navigated fine 
around different 
sections 
Navigated around 
using the headers  
Moved forward on 
the sections a bit, 
didn't move 
backwards using 
the header 
Went backwards 
and forwards 
through the 
different sections 
with no problem, 
struggled to find 
the explore section 
initially 
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PARTICIPANTS  E – H 
PARTICIPANT E F G H 
Start (mins) 02:25 01:03 01:28 00:15 
Finish (mins) 13:36 11:10 26:21 09:22 
Time taken on 
first pass (mins) 
11:11 10:07 24:53 09:07 
Introduction Thought he had 
entered NO to all 
questions but in 
fact had entered 
YES so went back 
and did again, 
confused. 
Wasn't sure what 
was YES/NO on 
intro screen, 
worked it out 
though 
Fiddled with the 
YES/NO questions, 
wasn't sure what 
was YES/NO. 
Selected all YES, 
note sure if it was 
the right answer 
Same as everyone 
else with the 
YES/NO questions 
Questions  On shoe options if 
didn't see shoe 
didn't select 'other' 
  
Measurements Didn't check the 
info 
Didn't check the 
info 
Didn't check the 
info 
Didn't check the 
info 
Explore Checks all the dots 
and info 
Checked all the 
dots and info 
Checked all the 
dots and info 
Checked all the 
dots and info 
Define Went through the 
different options 
before selecting, 
maybe hesitated a 
bit because of 
wording of 
question 
Went through the 
different options 
and selected 
appropriately 
Looked at 
information on the 
upper type 
Selected the first 
upper and outsole 
type, didn't 
explore. 
Colours Went through 
selecting colours 
using left hand 
menu, took time 
with selection 
Used left hand 
menu selecting 
colours as usual 
Used the 'in 
environment' 
picture to look at 
colour selections 
more often 
towards the end. 
Used the left hand 
side menu to pick 
the colours. Had a 
go with random 
colours at the end 
Went to the 
inspiration gallery 
briefly then 
decided to start 
blank. Used left 
hand menu to pick 
colours. 
Midsole Learnt to change 
font size, move it 
around, change 
style. Put an image 
on but didn't stick 
with it 
Just added some 
text and changed 
the position and 
style. When 
entered a second 
time, played 
around with some 
shapes, tested the 
boundary, 
consulted the info, 
changed text angle 
and size. Third 
time, selected the 
giraffe, moved 
them around 
rotated them 
Used the zoom in 
and out. Struggled 
to apply text, it 
wouldn't show up. 
Checked the info 
tab to see if he 
could see where he 
had gone wrong. 
Tried again and it 
worked okay, didn't 
move text around 
but changed style. 
Managed to move 
text around on 
another go 
Decided that she 
didn't want to add a 
design to the 
midsole 
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Passcode issues Saved successfully 
on the second 
attempt. Failed first 
due to character 
restrictions. Took 2 
attempts to save 
again using the 
save and exit 
function 
Saved in capitals, 
didn't accept first 
time, passcode not 
long enough. 
Second time saved 
fine. 
Tried a few 
different 
combinations of 
usernames before 
found one that was 
accepted. Tried too 
short, characters 
not allowed. 
Put in a suitable 
passcode first time 
Save issues As participant A Went back to 
Define section 
after saving instead 
of exiting. Went to 
save and exit 
separate function 
and tried to save 
using same details 
again, hit 'Save and 
Exit' button after 
and it exited 
As participant A As participant A 
Resume issues Struggled to log 
back in on first 
attempt, tried 
other profile and 
logged in okay. 
Saved again for a 
third time and 
logged in okay 
Resuming using 
capitals as entered 
and it say's 
INVALID LOGIN. 
Tried several times, 
when tried on 
lowercase it 
resumed fine. 
Struggled to 
resume again at the 
end. 
Resumed fine first 
time, when went to 
resume second 
time, didn't work  
Resumed fine first 
time. Wouldn't 
resume properly 
the second time 
Differences on 
second pass 
(options/time 
etc) 
Still didn't move 
the images around, 
didn't realise could 
   
Navigation 
issues 
 Managed to 
navigate back and 
forth fine between 
sections 
Navigated back and 
forth through 
sections, no bother 
Moved back to the 
colours from the 
midsole section no 
problem. 
Additional 
Observations 
Leaving a comment 
didn't change what 
type of feedback it 
was. 
Leaving a comment 
didn't change what 
type of feedback it 
was. 
Leaving a comment 
didn't change what 
type of feedback it 
was. 
 
Additional 
Observations 1 
 Looked at 
information for 
distance covered 
question 
 Looked at 
information for 
distance covered 
question & 
previous running 
shoes, define 
section, lots of 
other sections 
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PARTICIPANTS  I - L 
PARTICIPANT I J K L 
Start (mins) 00:49 00:39 01:28 02:53 
Finish (mins) 12:45 09:52 09:30 16:47 
Time taken on 
first pass (mins) 
11:56 09:13 08:02 13:54 
Introduction Same as everyone 
else 
Same YES/NO 
issue, continued to 
the next section 
Same YES/NO 
issue 
Looked at YES/NO 
options, not as 
confused as some 
and selected one 
answer for yes 
Questions Maybe some 
hesitation between 
selecting 
jogging/running 
  Lingered before 
selecting running 
shoe use 
Measurements Didn't check the 
info 
Didn't check the 
info 
Didn’t check the 
info 
Went into the 
measurement info 
straight away 
Explore Checked all the 
dots and info 
Explored and 
checked a few dots 
Explored and 
checked a few dots 
Checked all the 
dots and info 
Define Looked at different 
options before 
selecting. 
Checked info 
several times and 
selected relevant 
options 
Looked at the 
different options 
before selecting. 
Looked at the info 
for the define 
section before 
moving to the 
options. Went 
through all the 
options before 
making a selection. 
Colours Used the left hand 
menu to select 
colours, took time 
Used menu on the 
left, went to try 
colour guidance but 
decided against it. 
Left some colours 
carbon grey 
Used left hand 
menu to select 
colours, took time. 
Went to use colour 
guidance but 
decided against it 
Looked at gallery 
before going to 
main colour screen. 
Went to use colour 
guidance but didn't, 
used left hand 
menu and took 
time with colour 
selections. Used 
colour guidance 
second time 
Midsole Selected different 
images, resized, 
moved. Put text on, 
changed style, 
moved slightly. 
Put an image on 
then decided 
against and 
submitted. Didn't 
make any 
adjustments. When 
added name and 
images, realised 
could move them 
and changed the 
type of font 
Didn't put anything 
on the midsole, 
looked through a 
lot of the images. 
When added 
images was able to 
move them around 
and change style of 
text 
Looked through 
different options 
while pop up 
remained and 
decided against it. 
When had to do for 
task, found out you 
could move the 
images, didn't play 
with text style etc 
Passcode issues Entered suitable 
username on 
second attempt 
due to character 
limit 
Saved passcode on 
2nd attempt, after 
being told about 
required character 
length 
Entered 
successfully second 
time, after being 
told about 
passcode length 
Saved successfully 
first time 
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Save issues Went to 'Save and 
Exit' box instead of 
clicking finish to 
start with 
As participant A As participant A Went to other 'save 
& exit' link when 
program didn't do 
anything 
Resume issues Resumed fine first 
time and second 
and third 
Resumed fine Entered username 
incorrectly so 
couldn't resume. 
Issue with case 
sensitivity as well, 
entered names 
uppercase and 
couldn't get back 
in. Resumed fine on 
final attempt 
Resumed fine first 
time, struggled to 
resume the second 
time 
Differences on 
second pass 
(options/time 
etc) 
    
Navigation 
issues 
Navigated fine Moved backwards 
and forwards 
through the 
sections fine. 
Navigated back and 
forth between 
sections 
Moved back and 
forth through 
sections fine 
Additional 
Observations 
Leaving a comment 
didn't change what 
type of feedback it 
was. 
Leaving a comment 
didn't change what 
type of feedback it 
was. 
  
Additional 
Observations 1 
  Explored some of 
the information 
from different 
sections 
Looked at 
information on 
colour selection 
screen 
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PARTICIPANTS  M - P 
PARTICIPANT 
M N O P 
Start (mins) 03:49 00:59 00:47 00:56 
Finish (mins) 18:03 10:02 12:56 20:10 
Time taken on 
first pass (mins) 
14:14 09:03 12:09 19:14 
Introduction Fiddled with the 
YES/NO option for 
the top question, 
not sure what was 
the right answer 
Didn't change any 
answers on the 
YES/NO thing 
Wasn't sure with 
the YES/NO 
options but 
selected as desired 
in the end 
Same issue with 
YES/NO selected 
YES for everything 
Questions     
Measurements Didn’t check the 
info 
Didn’t check the 
info 
Didn’t check the 
info 
Didn’t check the 
info 
Explore Checked all the 
dots and info 
Checked all the 
dots on a horizontal 
axis 
Checked some of 
the dots and info 
Checked all of the 
dots 
Define Looked at the info 
for the upper type 
and outsole type 
then went through 
options before 
selecting 
Just selected the 
road options for 
upper and outsole, 
though look at 
related info before 
selecting 
Looked at the 
different options 
before making a 
selection 
Just selected first 
option went on, 
though considered 
which name to 
select before 
expanding 
Colours Went to the gallery, 
looked at the 
information on the 
gallery. Went to the 
colours page after, 
checked the 
wearing view. Used 
the left hand menu 
to select colours 
but also the arrows 
to rotate the 
finished product 
Selected all options 
using the left hand 
side menu and then 
selected colour 
guidance. Then 
cycled through 
using random 
colours. Finally 
turned colour 
guidance off and 
selected colours 
using the left hand 
side menu. Looked 
at the everyday 
image of the shoe 
at one point 
Went to the 
inspiration gallery, 
before selecting 
colours. Used menu 
on left and then 
used colour 
guidance 
Used the left hand 
menu to make 
selections 
Midsole Tried images, and 
removed then tried 
several strings of 
text that were too 
long and finally 
applied something, 
didn't change style, 
positioning or size 
Tried images and 
text, stacked on 
each other so 
removed and just 
added text which 
he altered the size 
of. Altered the size 
and style of the 
text. When had to 
add images and 
text, moved the 
stuff around easily 
and resized etc 
Put the images and 
text on as asked in 
the task, moved it 
around, but didn't 
change the style 
and size 
Just entered text 
and added image, 
didn't realise could 
move, re-size etc 
Passcode issues Saved successfully 
first time 
Saved successfully 
second time after 
being informed of 
passcode character 
length 
Saved successfully 
second time after 
being informed of 
passcode character 
length 
Saved successfully 
second time after 
being informed of 
passcode character 
length 
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Save issues As participant A As participant L 
and then went to 
start again, and the 
selected options 
remained. 
  
Resume issues Resume was saying 
invalid login at the 
start, so just 
started again. 
Created new 
username and 
resumed fine 
Resumed fine Resumed fine twice Resumed fine 
Differences on 
second pass 
(options/time 
etc) 
    
Navigation 
issues 
Moved back and 
forth fine 
Moved back and 
forth fine 
Moved back and 
forth fine 
Moved around the 
different sections 
okay 
Additional 
Observations 
  Tried to complete 
all tasks on first 
pass 
Tried to complete 
all tasks on first 
pass 
Additional 
Observations 1 
Looked at explore 
section 
information, looked 
at info on the 
gallery 
Checked 
information on the 
colour selection 
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SCENARIO TESTING QUESTIONNAIRE RESULTS 
1 = Strongly 
Disagree 
2 = Disagree 
3 = Neither Agree 
nor Disagree 
4 = Agree 
5 = Strongly 
Agree 
 
Usability 
STATEMENT 
PARTICIPANTS 
 
A
V
E
R
A
G
E
 
A B C D E F G H I J K L M N O P 
I thought the service 
was easy to use 
5 4 4 4 4 5 4 5 4 4 4 5 5 4 4 4 4.31 
I found the sequence of 
screens clear and well 
organised 
5 4 5 3 5 5 4 5 4 4 5 5 5 5 5 5 4.63 
It was clear when I 
needed to do 
something 
5 4 5 4 5 4 5 4 4 4 5 5 4 5 3 5 4.44 
I felt comfortable using 
this service 
5 4 4 3 4 5 5 4 4 4 5 5 5 4 5 5 4.44 
Whenever I made a 
mistake, I recovered 
easily and quickly 
4 4 4 3 5 5 4 3 4 4 5 4 3 4 4 5 4.06 
 
 
Visual Aspects and Communication 
STATEMENT 
PARTICIPANTS 
 
A
V
E
R
A
G
E
 
A B C D E F G H I J K L M N O P 
It is an attractive 
looking service 
4 4 5 4 5 5 5 4 5 4 5 5 5 5 4 4 4.56 
I like the colours used in 
the presentation 
4 3 5 4 4 5 5 5 5 4 5 5 5 5 4 4 4.50 
The text employed was 
easy to understand 
4 4 5 4 5 5 5 5 4 4 5 5 5 5 4 5 4.63 
Where icons were 
employed, their 
meaning was clear 
4 4 5 4 5 5 4 5 4 4 5 5 5 5 4 4 4.50 
The images employed 
were of high quality 
4 4 5 4 5 3 4 5 5 3 5 5 4 4 4 4 4.25 
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Functionality 
STATEMENT 
PARTICIPANTS 
 
A
V
E
R
A
G
E
 
A B C D E F G H I J K L M N O P 
Performing tasks is 
straightforward 
5 4 4 4 4 5 4 5 4 4 5 5 5 4 4 4 4.38 
I felt confident when 
making decisions 
4 4 4 4 4 5 4 4 4 3 5 5 4 5 3 3 4.06 
The questions were 
easy to answer 
4 4 3 4 5 4 5 5 4 4 5 5 5 5 4 4 4.38 
The Explore section 
was useful 
5 4 4 4 4 5 4 4 4 4 4 5 5 4 5 4 4.31 
I was satisfied with the 
different type of upper 
choices 
5 4 4 3 4 5 4 5 5 4 4 4 5 4 5 3 4.25 
I was satisfied with the 
different type of 
outsole choices 
3 4 4 3 4 3 4 5 5 4 4 4 5 4 5 4 4.06 
I was able to colour my 
shoes as I wanted 
5 2 4 3 4 5 5 5 5 4 4 4 5 4 5 3 4.19 
When colouring my 
shoes the 'Colour 
Guidance' feature was 
useful 
4 4 5 4 4 4 4 5 
 
3 5 
 
5 2 3 3 3.93 
I found the gallery 
section easy to use 
5 4 4 4 5 5 5 5 4 4 5 4 5 3 5 4 4.44 
It was easy to add a 
midsole design to the 
shoe 
5 4 4 4 5 5 5 5 4 4 5 4 5 5 5 5 4.63 
It was easy to find the 
information I needed to 
support my decisions 
4 4 4 3 5 5 5 5 4 2 5 4 5 4 4 4 4.19 
 
Experience 
STATEMENT 
PARTICIPANTS 
 
A
V
E
R
A
G
E
 
A B C D E F G H I J K L M N O P 
I found using this 
service an engaging 
experience 
5 4 5 4 5 5 5 3 5 3 5 5 5 5 4 5 4.56 
This service is fun to use 5 4 5 4 5 5 5 4 5 4 5 5 5 5 4 5 4.69 
I am satisfied with the 
amount of time it took 
to use this service 
5 4 5 4 5 5 5 5 5 4 5 5 4 5 4 5 4.69 
Using this service would 
help me to select more 
suitable running shoes 
4 4 5 4 5 5 5 5 5 3 5 5 4 4 4 4 4.44 
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ISSUES IDENTIFIED BY FORMATIVE TESTING   
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P
a
rt
 1
/2
 
P
a
rt
 3
 
ISSUE 
Back Button x x x x 
     
x 
 
Background images replaced with 
flat colours  
x 
  
x 
     
x 
Better inspiration options/style - 
based on images?  
x 
   
x 
   
x 
 
Can enter swear words x 
   
x 
    
x 
 
Can't you just present the 
information in the Explore section 
x 
     
x 
   
x 
Colour options not realistic x 
    
x 
   
x 
 
Colour Selection - Grey/Silver 
duplicates 
x 
   
x 
  
x 
   
Combination of surface selections 
 
x x 
  
x 
   
x 
 
Communicate more clearly can go 
back 
x x 
 
x x 
    
x 
 
Difficulty locating Inspiration 
Gallery   
x 
  
x 
   
x 
 
Dislike certain midsole images x 
    
x 
   
x 
 
Don't like 'etching' idea 
 
x 
   
x 
   
x 
 
Drag and drop images onto the 
shoe? 
x 
  
x 
  
x 
  
x 
 
Elements of system look clickable 
and aren't 
x 
  
x 
     
x 
 
Feedback' label not clear x 
   
x 
  
x 
   
Font size resizable 
  
x 
 
x 
    
x 
 
Greater performance options x x 
   
x 
   
x 
 
Have to select a username and 
password 
x 
    
x 
    
x 
Header font not embedded in 
system 
x 
   
x 
  
x 
   
Highlight unselected components 
when trying to move on  
x 
  
x 
    
x 
 
History - Skip button placement  x 
   
x 
  
x 
   
History question doesn't fit with 
flow  
x 
    
x 
  
x 
 
Improve midsole design options 
 
x x 
  
x 
   
x 
 
Improved aesthetic options x x x 
  
x 
   
x 
 
Information in main screen not 
hidden away  
x 
  
x 
     
x 
Inspiration Gallery not working 
properly 
x 
 
x x 
   
x 
   
Issue with viewing toolkit in certain 
browsers  
x 
 
x 
   
x 
   
Labelling of buttons x x 
  
x 
  
x 
   
Labelling of Upper/Outsole choices x 
   
x 
  
x 
   
Labelling 'Personalised Orthotics' x 
   
x 
  
x 
   
Longer passcodes - email address etc 
 
x 
   
x 
   
x 
 
Manipulation of shoe model directly 
 
x 
 
x 
     
x 
 
Measurement information is quite 
complex 
x 
 
x 
 
x 
    
x 
 
Message appears even if selected 
colours for all components 
x x 
 
x 
   
x 
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ISSUE 
More realistic shoe graphic x x x 
 
x 
    
x 
 
More suitable fonts for the midsole 
 
x 
   
x 
   
x 
 
Moving to previous section halfway 
through colour selection removes 
choices 
x 
  
x 
   
x 
   
Navigating between sections unclear x 
 
x x 
     
x 
 
No auto-wrap of text 
 
x 
 
x 
   
x 
   
No confirmation of selections at the 
end 
x x 
   
x 
   
x 
 
Not clear if information on 
measurements is interactive 
x 
   
x 
    
x 
 
Not informed of required number of 
characters before entering passcode 
x 
 
x x 
    
x 
  
Not sure if saved (time taken) x 
  
x 
   
x 
   
Not sure of point of previous shoe 
question 
x 
    
x 
    
x 
Not sure what will happen if click 
'Start Again' 
x 
  
x 
     
x 
 
Options tailored to audience, i.e. 
runners/non-runners  
x 
   
x 
   
x 
 
Order of shoe model views x 
  
x 
   
x 
   
Problems with 
manipulation/placement of images 
on midsole 
x x 
 
x 
   
x 
   
Questions not tailored appropriately 
- running shoe use 
x x 
   
x 
   
x 
 
Recommendation system for 
choices?  
x 
   
x 
   
x 
 
Rewording of headers for clarity 
 
x 
  
x 
    
x 
 
Select colour guidance and lose your 
colour selections, not enough 
emphasis 
x 
   
x 
  
x 
   
Spelling errors, sentence 
construction, grammar mistakes 
x 
   
x 
  
x 
   
Standardise positioning/colours of 
links/buttons  
x 
  
x 
  
x 
   
Text hanging off of data collection 
space in 'Outer' section 
x 
   
x 
  
x 
   
Too rigid navigation x 
  
x 
     
x x 
Too straight forward to use - 
increase complexity encourage 
experience 
 
x 
    
x 
  
x 
 
Unaware could manipulate midsole 
images  
x 
 
x 
     
x 
 
Upper/Outsole difficult to navigate 
to other options 
x 
  
x 
     
x 
 
Upper/Outsole terminology not 
clear 
x x x 
 
x 
    
x 
 
Using Logo to return to homepage 
  
x x 
      
x 
Why do you have to hover over the 
red dots to get information? 
x 
     
x 
   
x 
Would like more than 1 shoe style x 
    
x 
   
x 
 
YES/NO issue x x x x 
    
x 
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Recruitment Examples 
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RECRUITMENT EXAMPLES 
 
 
Figure 1.1 | Article on leading Mass Customisation blog (Piller, 2011) 
 
 
Figure 1.2 | Link ‘retweeted’ by expert in Mass Customisation (Twitter, 2011) 
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SURVEY SITE Introduction Page 
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SURVEY SITE YourStep Process Page 
 
   Instructions (from right-hand side) 
632 
SURVEY SITE YourStep Survey 1/5 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
APPENDIX U 
 
633 
SURVEY SITE YourStep Survey 2/5 
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SURVEY SITE YourStep Survey 3/5 
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SURVEY SITE YourStep Survey 4/5 
Additional comments box not shown 
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SURVEY SITE YourStep Survey 5/5 
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SUMMATIVE TESTING PARTICIPANT DETAILS 
CATEGORY 
T
O
T
A
L
 
1
8
-2
5
 
2
6
-3
5
 
3
6
-4
5
 
4
6
-5
5
 
5
6
-6
5
 
1
8
-2
5
 M
a
le
 
1
8
-2
5
 F
em
a
le
 
2
6
-3
5
 M
a
le
 
2
6
-3
5
 F
em
a
le
 
F
em
a
le
 
M
a
le
 
COUNTRY 
Bahrain 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 
Belgium 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 
Brazil 2 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 
Bulgaria 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 
Canada 2 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 
France 2 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 2 
Germany 3 0 2 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 2 1 
India 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 
Mexico 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 
Netherlands 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 
New Zealand 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 
Poland 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 
Sri Lanka 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
Sweden 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 
Taiwan 3 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 2 1 
United Kingdom 100 51 24 13 9 3 32 19 13 11 41 59 
United States 9 2 5 2 0 0 1 1 3 2 4 5 
TOTAL 131 55 43 19 11 3 35 20 23 20 55 76 
 
VOCATION   
CATEGORY NO. %AGE 
Taught 40 30.5 
PhD 16 12.2 
Research 11 8.4 
Lecturer/Tutor 9 6.9 
Taught Design 17 13.0 
PhD Design 3 2.3 
Research Design 0 0.0 
Lecturer Design 0 0.0 
Overall Uni Design 20 15.3 
Overall University 76 58.0 
Other Design 6 4.6 
Overall Design 26 19.8 
Other 49 37.4 
OVERALL 131   
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ADDITIONAL PROFILE DATA Previous Running Shoes 
Those who skipped this question’s data are not included. 
 
BRAND MODEL LIKES/DISLIKES 
Adidas Adizero 
Boston 
Engineering, fit, weight 
Adidas (Other) I liked that they weren’t too bulky. 
Adidas (Other) Like: Cheap, fairly comfortable. Puts a spring in my step. 
Dislike: Looks cheap! 
Adidas (Other) Likes Lightweight, good aesthetics, Dislikes Not tough or durable enough 
Adidas  Not enough room in the toe area 
Adidas Supernova 
Glide 
Stability 
Adidas Adizero Adios The comfort and the durability of the shoe 
Adidas (Other) They feel tight width wise 
Adidas AdiSTAR Ride Very cushioned 
Adidas AdiSTAR Ride Very comfortable, supportive, use these mainly for indoor high impact exercise 
Asics (Other) Comfortable and appear to do the job 
Asics Hyper Comfortable and, more importantly, durable... 
Asics (Other) Comfortable running shoe with a lot of cushioning for me 
Asics (Other) comfortable, light, airy 
Asics Hyper Comfy 
Asics  Comfy, bouncy and look respectable for running. Lets the rain in rather easily. 
Asics  Due to my small foot the right side can be unstable and on occasion can aid the 
shoe turning on my foot leading to sprains. 
Asics Nimbus Extremely comfortable for everyday wear, and even more comfortable when 
running. 
Asics (Other) Good fit, comfort, and reasonably priced 
Asics Kayano I liked everything, they are very comfortable 
Asics (Other) they’re comfortable but the soles fall to bits quickly 
Asics Evolution Very good running shoe, most comfortable I've had to date. 
Asics (Other) Was fitted for the shoe at a running shop as they provided a firm inner section 
that combated my over pronation. Also looked quite good and asics is 
personally a brand that I would look for. 
Asics (Other) Wide toe box and wear resistance 
Asics (Other) work out after one year, but like the design, colour and comfort 
Brooks Adrenaline good fit standing and running, sufficient support  cushioning 
Brooks Glycerin Light and neutral 
Brooks Glycerin Light and neutral 
Brooks  price and fit support in built to correct my gait as I run 
Brooks Adrenaline Stable, reliable, I know what I'm getting, quality. 
Downside - expensive. 
Hi Tec  They’re comfortable with good grip. 
Mizuno Wave 
Creation 
All round good performing shoe. Efficient transfer of force from rearfoot to 
forefoot. Quite heavy 
Mizuno Wave Rider Good fit around the ankles, this can be a problem for me with other makes, also 
they feel very stable 
Mizuno Wave 
Creation 
Like lightweight. Dislike relatively expensive. 
New 
Balance 
 I like how light they feel and I don't like how dorky they look. 
New 
Balance 
 I like the fit, and they are very light. But I don’t like that I have to really loosen 
the whole of the shoelaces to be able to put them on, just to then have to 
tighten everything from the bottom again once my foot is inside. 
New 
Balance 
562 It is very comfortable but I have a big problem in my knee so I’m no sure 
whether the running is not good enough or is my problem 
New 
Balance 
 It's a men's shoe, but it fits... 
644 
New 
Balance 
905 lightweight 
New 
Balance 
(Other) The 1062 generally suits me well. I particularly like the sculpted laces which 
don’t slip 
New 
Balance 
 They are nice and comfortable even for longer runs. I never felt any discomfort 
that is all I can say. 
New 
Balance 
 They give good support and stop me from rolling inwards. 
Nike (Other) bit cumbersome, could be lighter 
Nike (Other) Comfortable for wearing at the gym and running. Limited choice due to having 
size 14 feet. Good support and not a bad looking shoe compared to some of the 
others available in that size. 
Nike  comfortable, cool 
Nike Zoom 
Equalon 
good lateral support and traction 
Nike Air Pegasus I like the narrow fit 
Nike (Other) I liked the design and found them very comfortable 
Nike Air Max 
Tailwind 
It is very comfortable.  I do not really love its design though 
Nike (Other) Like: lightweight, breathable, no-tie lacing system, Nike+ insert 
Dislike: no recent model like it 
Nike Air Pegasus Narrower than previous brand 
Nike Shox Turbo Nice colours 
Nike (Other) Nike Court trainers, ideal for tennis as well as running because of the 
cushioning and support provided. Not ideal for grip and wear out quickly 
Nike Air Pegasus secure fit around my foot and never gave me any reason to complain 
Nike  The heel rubs a lot as it isn’t very flexible or padded. 
Nike  They felt ok in the shop but when I started walking with them they became 
painful, almost as if they were too small. 
Nike (Other) They have lasted about 8 years. 
Nike (Other) They look good, not too bulky. 
Nike (Other) Usually the main focus of the footwear is aesthetic, and there was no scope for 
any customisation of the function  arch supports, padding etc. 
Nike (Other) Very comfortable with excellent support 
Other  Brooks 
They are a British Brand, are comfortable and were the right price £35 in the 
sale normally £65 
Other  Can be uncomfortable on the ankles, forces not really dissipated in the soles so 
transmitted through to ankle joint. 
Other  Lightweight breathable due to mesh upper 
Other  Likes: cheap light weight fit without ropes, Dislikes: a bit inconvenience at 
insole 
Other  Nothing I really liked them. They were a trail runner with a no mesh upper 
which I liked. 
Puma (Other) comfort 
Reebok (Other) Comfort and styling. No dislikes as yet. 
Reebok (Other) Liked weight.  Liked comfort. 
Saucony  comfort, control 
Saucony  fit my foot shape well, a little too soft in the sole 
Saucony (Other) Like its lightness combined with firm fit. 
Saucony ProGrid 
Hurricane 
Liked the ventilation. Disliked the bruised toenails I get just on my right foot 
Saucony ProGrid 
Guide 
Loved the fit (wide across base of toes, with a snug ankle fit) 
Disliked the fact that they wore out. 
Most comfortable trainer I have ever run in. 
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ADDITIONAL PROFILE DATA Define Section Colour Selections 
n/a = Not Available 
 
Overall 
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COLOUR 
Gold n/a 4 6 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 10 
Orange 4 2 2 4 4 n/a n/a 6 22 
Pink 4 3 4 6 2 n/a n/a 4 23 
Silver n/a 10 16 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 26 
Green 5 8 2 4 9 n/a n/a 3 31 
Purple 5 2 5 6 6 n/a n/a 8 32 
Red 10 11 6 8 10 n/a n/a 13 58 
Blue 14 16 10 10 2 n/a n/a 9 61 
Yellow 8 16 8 6 13 n/a n/a 13 64 
No Selection (Grey) 3 6 4 10 15 2 9 23 72 
Grey 12 6 12 14 18 35 26 12 135 
White 23 14 12 18 16 39 30 7 159 
Black 22 12 23 24 15 34 45 12 187 
TOTAL 110 110 110 110 110 110 110 110 880 
 
 
Females 
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Gold n/a 3 2 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 5 
Orange 1 1 1 1 0 n/a n/a 0 4 
Pink 3 2 2 4 2 n/a n/a 1 14 
Silver n/a 6 9 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 15 
Green 1 7 1 3 3 n/a n/a 1 16 
Purple 3 2 2 5 1 n/a n/a 2 15 
Red 2 6 1 2 3 n/a n/a 6 20 
Blue 5 8 4 3 0 n/a n/a 5 25 
Yellow 1 2 1 2 2 n/a n/a 5 13 
No Selection (Grey) 2 3 3 7 10 1 5 11 42 
Grey 5 2 5 3 8 12 12 2 49 
White 13 3 6 7 11 20 15 3 78 
Black 10 1 9 9 6 13 14 10 72 
TOTAL 46 46 46 46 46 46 46 46 368 
 
 
 
646 
Males 
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COLOUR 
Gold n/a 1 4 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 5 
Orange 3 1 1 3 4 n/a n/a 6 18 
Pink 1 1 2 2 0 n/a n/a 3 9 
Silver n/a 4 7 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 11 
Green 4 1 1 1 6 n/a n/a 2 15 
Purple 2 0 3 1 5 n/a n/a 6 17 
Red 8 5 5 6 7 n/a n/a 7 38 
Blue 9 8 6 7 2 n/a n/a 4 36 
Yellow 7 14 7 4 11 n/a n/a 8 51 
No Selection (Grey) 1 3 1 3 5 1 4 12 30 
Grey 7 4 7 11 10 23 14 10 86 
White 10 11 6 11 5 19 15 4 81 
Black 12 11 14 15 9 21 31 2 115 
TOTAL 64 64 64 64 64 64 64 64 512 
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ADDITIONAL COMMENTS Usability 
 
Could have more colour choices. 
Overall very easy to comprehend and use, very little room for confusion 
There are issues relating to the accessibility of the screen/menus. Check colour contrasts etc... also waiting 
times would be good when it was "measuring" I believe that it had crashed on me. 
All over worked quite well, found it slow to get going initially however. 
I think the first thing that should be selected is the base model of the shoe (assuming it will be available in 
more than one model) Perhaps the colour zones on the example model don't match up with customer 
expectations. 
Nice, easy to use interface and graphically smart. 
I really liked it. The only thing I would do is to number the steps or show with arrows your progress, as at 
the moment the top headlines look like a menu rather than the different steps of the service.  
Easy to use straight forward system that made you feel in control 
When I hit the submit button at the end it didn't seem to do anything...some other buttons I thought had 
the same feature... 
Having said that, it's very easy to use and I like the idea of personalised trainers being designed in such a 
quick and straight-forward way. 
Really like it, easy to use, would like more choice of colours, and images/logos, but software operation and 
visuals really good 
Loading Times for me took a bit long, they should feel nearly instantaneous if its in a shop environment 
I had a bit of trouble with the final step (Submit), because the character length for username and password 
weren't obviously clear. It took a long time to feedback and let me know I had finished. 
I think the website was really easy to navigate and follow the steps. Even though I am not a regular runner, 
I owned running shoes in the past and if I was to buy new one again and use them for running, I would be 
interested to use the Your Step service. I think it's a great idea. 
Very easy to use and smooth 
Experienced a slight delay in loading different designs in 'Need Inspiration', aside from this I found the 
service easy, simply and quick to use. 
I found the service very informative although I did struggle with recognition of the passwords 
This was my second attempt at using the system.  The first attempt crashed (last week) but all went 
smoothly this time. 
Concerning the long loading times I experienced, I live in a field and thus have a piss weak Internet 
connection, which may be the problem. 
There was a bit of a delay when trying to scroll through the colour design ideas which may be annoying for 
users 
Very easy and straightforward to use.  Instructions were clear and layout was intuitive.   
It was clear when I needed to do something - when I had to choose type of upper I was confused at first 
time (description appeared after clicking on the name - if I was really buying the shoes I'd be afraid that I 
have to make decision without sufficient knowledge if i.e. first one was displayed by default it would make 
it better for me) 
Very straightforward 
It was very simple to use, even for those who are not particularly computer literate. 
The system was easy to use. I got a bit confused with the steps after the 'measuring' occurred. The 
information was a little overwhelming, and as someone who knows nothing about picking out good 
running shoes, I didn't know where to start with the customization. I think this is where the sales person is 
essential, to help guide the customer through what is specifically good for them and why. Depending on 
the user, there may need to be more hands on guidance with the sales person.   
When putting on the stamps on the shoe design it would be nice to be able to use the backspace or delete 
key to remove a stamp. 
650 
The flow was good and logical, the only problems would come from user’s abilities to make a choice but as 
there is no pressure to move onto the next stage you could 'play' around with it until you were happy with 
your decisions. It was very smooth to use. 
Easy to use - sometimes I wondered what some of the text was telling me (or why I needed to click on 
something in order to see it). I looked good, but where is the 'back' button? 
 
 
ADDITIONAL COMMENTS Visual Aspects & Communication 
 
Font size need to be increased in the shoe type selection screen (after selecting one particular type of shoe 
the remaining two types of shoes need to be adequately visible to be easily switch between shoe types) 
The font in the error message used to explain that username and password needed to have 6 characters 
was way too small! 
The text in the drop down menu asking which brand sneaker I've worn in the past was barely legible on my 
netbook. 
Shoe visualisations during the aesthetic customisation phase were a bit simple - I would need a bit more 
detail (images, textures, etc.) before buying 
The shoe image looked kind of chunky, I guess this is not an issue for level of the work, but it looked 
heavier than a shoe I would purchase, which would be a little off-putting 
I like the visuals used. Some of the text was confusing. I would have found it useful to see a 'timeline' or a 
'progress line' throughout the session so that you know where in the process you are and what you would 
be doing next. Being able to go back is great. 
The font used to select brand & model was too small and very difficult to read 
Some slightly odd language and potentially confusing phrasing but this was clear once options were 
selected, e.g. the heading 'All Conditions' for the outsole did not really mean what I thought it would once I 
had clicked on it.  However, it is very easy to explore and once you had used the system the terminology 
issue would go away.  You do need to check consistency though.  You might want to check this system with 
people with visual impairments. 
Some of the font was so small I could not read it. 
The opening picture (with the outline of the runner) looks a bit strange with the runners back leg position.  
Is he falling down?  
Needs a little tweaking but very good. The service needs to look sleek like shoe sites so it gives me more 
confidence to purchase on the site 
I did not notice the colours much, which is usually a good sign, but I have a recollection of a deep mossy 
green at some point. Not a pleasant colour. Whereas I would in interested in using such a service, I would 
require a larger range of trainer (tennis, squash etc). I paid little attention to the peripheral text or images 
but focussed on what I needed to do to finish the process. I did not enjoy the images. The runner is 
strangely out of perspective, which I found off-putting, and I do not like the shoe I was chosen. Wrong 
shape and the panels were not in positions I would like. Equally, I did not like the quality or style of the 
outline, though I understand why a real shoe could not be used. 
I don't run (anymore) so some of the questions, such as what surface do I run on, were not valid for me.  
Perhaps an option of "other" would be useful here. 
The option to select images and place text on the side of the sole was really good and better than the text 
option I have used on NikeID. 
Start screen was not instantly clear about what to do, needed graphics/images instead of small text. the 
overview page good but a bit visually crowded and going down instead of left to right felt natural, maybe 
opening animation to describe process would be more suiting also, graphics, i.e. picture of the shoe, could 
be higher quality and more realistic to make the experience feel more upmarket and genuine 
When selecting the upper or outsole type, many users will not know the technical name of the part of the 
shoe that they are making a decision on. A highlighted diagram would be useful. 
There was a bit too much jargon, i.e. outsole 
Nice, easy to use interface and graphically smart. 
In use, there would hopefully be examples of the shoes that could be handled, because what looks great in 
illustration may not look so good in reality and size would make a difference in overall looks too.  
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The text size when surveying what kind of sneaker I wore in the past was barely legible on my netbook. 
Hardest part was creating the colour of the shoes. 
There were too many graphics everywhere, it wasn't consistent throughout. Didn't feel I got to customise 
the shoe because the only choice I had was with colours. Although it said trail, road, etc, I didn’t see the 
treads. I would prefer to see the treads, cushioning options etc so that I can choose from them. If I chose a 
trail tread with a road upper, etc then the software could advise me of my choice 
Very impressive design and good use of images 
Realistic images of product are needed 
I understand that this is only a prototype and the way that the shoe design process was created worked 
well, the design of the actual shoe itself however was not inspiring. 
The shoe in the colour section needs to be a perfect visual resemblance to give me more confidence of how 
the shoe will look 100 percent. I would buy something if it was exactly how it looked (need to know what 
you’re getting) 
A real life "rendered" preview of the shoe would be useful after selecting colours to connect the 
representation shown to the appearance of a finished product. 
Lots of jargon in these questions, will people know what a midsole is? 
 
 
ADDITIONAL COMMENTS Functionality 
 
Explain the process steps in-line, not in a separate link.  The user will normally not be familiar with it 
Is it possible to choose the colour of shoelaces? 
Some of the sections were difficult to grasp, e.g. choosing colour of the shoe and the different types of 
materials. 
You ask what I wanted the shoes for and despite the fact I put walking the following screens assumed I 
wanted them for running! 
It's an interesting concept however I feel if you are targeting casual runners they don’t know enough about 
tread types and running gait etc to choose their own shoes. If you are targeting more experienced runners 
they tend to have found their ideal type of brand / shoe style already and religiously stick to it. Another 
issue may be that it is hugely common that running injuries are not occurring due to the shoe when bought 
but due to people not renewing their trainers often enough. I recently suffered this same problem and so 
has a friend a pair will only last 300 miles before its benefits are nullified 
Like all choices, there are never enough for me! 
Really like it 
I don't run (anymore) so some of the questions, such as what surface do I run on, were not valid for me.  
Perhaps an option of "other" would be useful here. 
When selecting colours I used the tool to help me, I used the option to filter results by colour and once I 
had selected yellow as my main colour there were no options presented to me.  Therefore I decided to 
eliminate the filters and do what I wanted when it came to selecting. 
The option to select images and place text on the side of the sole was really good and better than the text 
option I have used on NikeID. 
It wasn't so clear to me what the purpose was, whether it was a system that took data about running habits 
to propose a shoe, or something that told you about the shoe you currently use.  Maybe that's because I 
didn’t read the instructions closely enough.  but then again plenty of people don’t! 
Can't remember being asked about size or width etc 
The problem with buying trainers for ladies who have big feet is that ladies styles & colours invariably stop 
at a size 7. This system allows for those with bigger feet to feel comfortable with the design as well as the 
fit of the shoe. Wonderful!!! 
652 
Logical steps, easy to follow, very clear 
The colour selection should include a better shade of blue. 
I'm not sure whether this is an appropriate comment but alternative shoe styles would have been good - 
however I guess once this is up and running then that would be a part of the system. 
I would have preferred a greater variety of shades. 
I think the graphics for the sole selections showed cross sections of each sole type upside-down? As in the 
bit that would touch your foot was at the bottom of the diagram and the bit that would touch the road at 
the top. This could do with being reversed, as for a moment it was confusing as to what I was looking at. 
It was a shame there were not more colours (perhaps add in textured leathers, shiny metallic’s, different 
colour weaves etc...) was it actually made of leather, I don’t think I would want to buy a shoe that was not 
leather based. It would also be good to provide an option to add several characters on the side of the shoe 
as well as words, this would be great to individualise children’s footwear at school and make it fun for them 
at the same time. 
Also fonts used on side of shoe, there are much better fonts available than just those that were there. 
From a manufacturing perspective using times new roman or any serif font causes extra issues in the 
moulds. I would opt for a sans serif as you are more likely to get clean mould release. 
Extra functions that I may look for would be customising the footbed or outsole, possibly allowing you to 
do away with orthotics? 
The only limitation with colouring the shoe was where the different panels had been split, but if that was 
the only design then I would be happy to use it. 
The ability to add images is great, however, it is far more likely that a user will want to upload a logo which 
is of personal interest to them.  Perhaps the library should include logos added by other users, but also 
allow users to upload their own. 
Need to have more upper designs and colours 
What's the Gallery Section? 
Would like more choice of colours and midsole personalisation 
There wasn't enough colour palettes in the shoe colouring section for me, and maybe you could choose to 
if you wanted have a transition of colour instead of one block of colour after the other. I thought the 
explore my shoe section is not as useful as it could be. Mainly because I instinctively tried to drag the shoe 
round like a 3D model which is used for most things like this nowadays. Having to press the rotate buttons 
seemed a bit old fashioned for me 
I didn't use the colour guidance option. 
The animal images to be stamped on the midsole are simple outlines and since they're small in size, barely 
recognizable as animals. 
Colours would be unlikely to match the colours offered on shoe substrates.  This may cause dissatisfaction.  
Would like a lightweight upper option. Not bothered about the midsole personalisation/design aspect, but 
having it for those that would like it makes sense  
I would find it useful to have a choice of shoe suitable for a mixture of road and trail. 
The personalise section was a bit basic but I guess this would be developed further. 
Some further assistance with decision making would be useful.  The user really needs to know exactly 
what they want out of their shoe before using this and I think there will be many who are unsure and will 
end up with something that they're not 100% happy with as they start to use them 
Generally very positive.  Personalisation of the midsole was a bit restrictive and should support an image 
and text which is sort of manages but there are not enough characters to justify the text sufficiently right 
to avoid the image and the text overlapping.  Might be nicer to offer embroidered panels instead, or 
additionally. 
I must have missed the colour guidance and gallery section( and because of that I had problem 
personalizing colours - I'm not an artistic soul) 
I think if I had greater interest in the product I would have stronger opinions.  As it was it felt like a process 
which I found hard to engage with. 
I just picked colours at random so didn't use all the features 
Images needed to be realistic for the shoe design component. Also, when creating custom shoes, you want 
to keep selections limited for the manufacturing facilities.  Most customization of product is approved 
colours and materials that can be easily selected from stock.  
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I didn't initially understand why there were red dots on the shoe nor what they were for. 
I was just having a go at the survey without any particular interest in what was on offer 
Didn't find a gallery, would really need to see the shoe in person, but as you say, it would be in store, so 
could work brilliantly.  
I couldn’t only do the 2 first steps, so not the final colour and design 
I wanted to make the text font bigger 
I wasn't convinced by the tools, shapes and images for "stamping" the shoe. I thought it was too easy to get 
a bad result that you would regret! 
I think I would need a wider model selection (where on the shoe the colour goes) and greater colour 
palette in order to justify using this service over selecting amongst the hundreds of shoes available.  I'd 
also want to be able to upload logos of personal importance. 
Make the shoes look good and you're onto a winner. 
Some more examples of custom shoes may attract interest. 
It would helpful to explain the difference between running and jogging (maybe it did and I just didn’t look 
hard enough) 
When asked on the second page about injuries, I couldn't click 'No'. 
 
 
ADDITIONAL COMMENTS Experience 
 
Found it a fun way to design my perfect trainer. 
If I was really into running it might have been a good experience.  It is hard to tell because I have little 
interest in running shoes. 
I think it would be very different in a shop environment; distractions 
My only concern would be about fitting the shoes.  It appears you could try them in the store (maybe I 
misunderstood?), but I find it nearly impossible to tell if shoes will work until I wear them in context for 
awhile; because they are customized, returning them isn't an option, is it?  That's something I always want 
the option to do. 
Was good to see the different aspects of the shoe and easily see which features would be beneficial for 
what I was going to be using them for and why. I was able to build a shoe specifically for what I needed 
rather than one that matched some of my criteria. 
It did not say the cost. How can I say I would be interested in using this service if it will cost me more than I 
am prepared to spend?  
Hard to gauge the overall experience without the in-store offering 
The ability to capture personal foot measurements is important, but it's hard for a customer to understand 
the value of that at point of sale.  They won't know until they take them out for a run. 
Well done sir, very impressive and easy to use system 
I don't run enough to make it worth it... 
All good, cost permitting... 
I am not a keen enough runner to want to pay the premium for a personalised shoe. In fact I don’t even run! 
I would anticipate that the service would lead to expensive trainers, which might be off-putting. However, 
being able to design trainers specifically suited to your needs and to your own design would ultimately 
mean that you'd get more pleasure and therefore more wear out of them....I have trainers at home that 
rarely see the light of day because they weren't right for me. 
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I think the YourStep system is user-friendly & fun to play with.  
I am not particularly interested in customizing my running shoes - it is one of those items where 
functionality is basically all I'm looking for. Having said that, I did enjoy playing around with the options 
provided in the service. 
The whole process seems rather childish to me. I am a serious road runner and my requirements for a 
running shoe are that they are suitable for my particular gait and for my particularly narrow feet. This 
process of choice seems to be an unnecessary gimmick - in addition there is no indication as to the price 
and added cost to shoes for this level of personalisation which would seriously alter how much I would 
want to use it for leisure shoes. 
I'm not entirely convinced at this point I'd buy a shoe in this way. Trainers are an expensive purchase and I 
think I'd prefer to try them on. I bought some orthotics and was stung really - very expensive and 
unsuitable for running. Still this was an enjoyable user experience. 
I haven't yet consciously bought a pair of running shoes on looks.  Selecting different upper materials, 
midsole and outsole combinations is nice, but I don't see myself buying a running shoe that I haven't 
actually tried on (aside from colour differences).  The YourStep system is nice though - easy to use. 
I would be unlikely to sue the service, but only as I imagine the cost of the resultant shoes would be out of 
my price range. If money were no object I would be happy to use it. 
Having watched my sister choosing trainers in store, I know it is a time consuming process. In quieted 
stores with sporting professionals the advise and time is available. In busier stores, a service such as this 
provides information that customers can access themselves in a fun and interactive form to aid their 
decisions.  
Customising shoe colour is not something I am that fussed about. For example I would not discount a 
particular trainer based on colour. However I can see that this would appeal to many who are more fussy. 
Not entirely clear if this would end up with a single brand or whether it allows customisation of any make. 
My experience of buying has been to visit a running shop, take advice, eliminate some based on poor 
comfort then ultimately take a couple of pairs for a run. 
There is no customisation of the basic trainer design (unless I missed it or, it is a function of the 
measurement phase) and even if it is based on the measurements I would expect more than one trainer 
design to meet my basic needs.  I would prefer more flexibility in the ability to personalise my shoe 
(colouring of sections) otherwise it feels a bit too similar (in that regard) to something like NikeID which is 
a service that ultimately feels a bit of a gimmick to me.  I appreciate it is the breadth and depth of 
customisation that makes this service different.  The phrasing right at the beginning that says something 
about "you and only you" seemed a bit odd.    
I believe the consumer will want to try on a pair of shoes prior to selecting something custom. This service 
must be used in store, or once the customer has purchased a pair of shoes this way secondary options may 
be easier from home. 
The important part will probably be the in store experience. Predefined looks would be ok for me. I would 
be interested for perfect fitting (custom made) shoes for outdoor walking/hiking/everyday use. I am not a 
runner, I do wear Salomon hiking shoes or Nike Air on an everyday basis. 
Your concept seems interesting. Good Luck 
In combination with in-store staff advice I believe this is a professional and supportive service in 
personalising sporting footwear. 
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GLOSSARY 
Anthropometry 
The scientific study of the measurements and proportions of the human body. 
 
Arch 
The curved underside of the foot.  
 
Biomechanics 
The study of the mechanical laws relating to the movement or structure of living organisms. 
 
Chiropodist 
A specialist in care for the feet. 
 
Comfort 
A state of physical ease and freedom from pain or constraint. In the context of this research, 
derived from shoes that fit suitably and provide an appropriate level of cushioning. 
 
Conjoint analysis 
A statistical method designed to determine trade-offs among product attributes. It is usually 
based on rankings or ratings of product profiles or choice decisions among profiles. Each 
product profile is defined by a set of attributes including price.  
 
Contingent valuation method 
A survey method used to elicit participants’ willingness to pay for hypothetical goods with 
varying attributes. 
 
Cushioning 
Something to absorb or counteract a shock, jar or jolt. In the context of this research, 
cushioning is provided for the wearers’ of running shoes by the midsole component, typically a 
material such as EVA or PU.  
 
Dorsum 
The back or posterior side of an organ, part, etc. The dorsal surface of the foot is the top of the 
foot, the side opposite the sole. 
 
Fixed study 
The design of the study is fixed before the main stage of data collection takes place. Fixed 
designs are normally theory-driven; otherwise it’s impossible to know in advance which 
variables need to be controlled and measured. Often these variables are quantitative. 
Questionnaires are an example of fixed studies. 
 
Flexible study 
These allow for a level of freedom during data collection. A flexible study is often employed 
where the variable of interest is not quantitatively measurable and the data required cannot 
accurately be predicted. Examples of flexible study methods are interviews and observation. 
The approach taken using these methods can be adapted as data are gathered. 
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Gait analysis 
The study of an individual’s locomotion through, primarily, observation. The individual is asked 
to run, usually on a treadmill, and their motion is observed, often recorded, and then analysed 
to identify any potential posture-related or movement-related problems, so that 
recommendations can be made that enable the individual to run more efficiently. 2D analysis 
is one type of gait analysis. 
 
Hallux 
The innermost toe of the foot, the big toe. 
 
Haptic device 
Incorporates tactile feedback technology that takes advantage of a user's sense of touch by 
applying forces, vibrations, and/or motions to the user. 
 
High Speed Sintering 
A new Additive Manufacturing process invented at and patented by Loughborough University 
in the United Kingdom. The process utilises inkjet print heads and infra-red heating technology 
to manufacture products layer by layer from polymer powder materials. 
 
Last 
A form in the rough shape of a human foot, which is used in shoemaking to provide the fit and 
style of a shoe. 
 
Low performance footwear 
Sports footwear intended primarily for leisure use and not athletic use. 
 
Macro design decision 
A large-scale decision that influences the overall product/service architecture. 
 
Metatarsophalangeal joint (MPJ) 
The joints between the metatarsal and phalanges bones of the human foot, the bones that 
make up the front half of the foot. These joints allow the foot to flex. 
 
Micro design decision 
A small-scale decision offered to the consumer, pre-determined by supplier macro decisions. 
 
Organisational structures 
Consists of activities such as task allocation, coordination and supervision, which are directed 
towards the achievement of organisational aim. 
 
Orthotics 
Specialist insole used for the correction of biomechanical problems of the foot. 
 
Performance 
The action or process of carrying out or accomplishing an action, task, or function. In the 
context of this research, derived from shoes that enable the wearer to perform as desired in 
their chosen context. This may be enabled by providing an appropriate level of support, 
suitable outsoles and upper. 
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Personalisation 
The action of making something personal, or focused on or concerned with a certain individual 
or individuals; emphasis on or attention to individual persons or personal details. 
 
PHP 
An open source programming language used to write web applications. 
 
Plantar 
The bottom surface of the foot. 
 
Plantar Pressure Analysis 
Analysis of the pressure on the plantar surface of the foot during contact with the ground. 
 
Podiatrist 
A healthcare professional who studies, diagnoses and treats disorders of the fee. 
 
Programming language 
A series of programmed commands that designate how one computer communicates with 
another computer. 
 
Relative Arch Deformation 
A measurement technique that can indicate the stiffness of the foot’s arch. 
 
Service blueprint 
A tool for simultaneously depicting the service process, the points of customer contact, and 
the evidence of the service from the customer’s point of view. 
 
Site traffic 
The amount of data sent and received by visitors to a web site. 
 
Stride 
The space measured by such a step. 
 
Supply chain 
A system of organizations, people, technology, activities, information and resources involved in 
moving a product or service from supplier to customer. 
 
Support 
A form that bears the weight of something. In the context of running shoes, support is 
provided to the foot from a midsole of a suitable material. Additional support may be provided 
in key areas, for example, the arch and heel through a stiffer material in the midsole. 
 
Tooling 
Required standard or special tools needed to produce a particular part; includes jigs, fixtures, 
gages and cutting tools, but excluding machined tools. 
 
Toolkit 
A piece of computer-based software that enables users to make selections for a 
personalisation service.  
 
 
660 
Tooltip 
A short, informative message which pops up when you let the mouse pointer linger on an icon, 
menu option or other part of the user interface. 
 
Value chain 
The activities undertaken by an organisation in order to create or add value to its products or 
services, e.g. design, production, marketing, delivery and customer support. 
 
Wear plugs 
Extra dense materials placed in the heel or ball of some running shoes to provide increase the 
durability of the sole. 
 
Web analytics 
The measurement, collection, analysis and reporting of internet data for purposes of 
understanding web usage. 
 
Web Server 
The software that helps to deliver the content that can be accessed by the internet. 
 
Wireframe 
A functional prototype of a website/program that depicts navigational concepts and page 
content. It doesn’t take into account the graphics, visual design or page layout. 
 
Working memory 
The ability to store and manage information in one's mind for a short period of time. 
 
XAMPP 
A development tool that allows website/software designers and programmers to test their 
work on their own computers without any access to the internet. It incorporates a set of 
software programs including Apache Web Server and PHP. 
 
XML 
A method for putting structured data (such as information in a worksheet) into a text file that 
follows standard guidelines and can be read by a variety of applications.  
 
